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PREFACE AND APOLOGIA 


In 1976 in the preface to a reprinting of some of my historical articles (Inner 
Asia and its Contacts with Medieval Europe, London: Variorum Reprints, 1977) I 
wrote that "these articles . . . together with my linguistic work, mirror my efforts to 
bring some clarity into the obscure corners of the Central Eurasian past.” I feel that, 
fourteen years later, the time has come to present this other aspect of my activities. 

Many years ago, at the beginning of my career, I was very much interested in 
Altaic comparative linguistics. Paul Pelliot encouraged me in such pursuits and 
promptly published my first two relevant articles (XXIII and VI). My interest in the 
topic has never failed but in succeeding years I have found the practice of Altaic 
linguistics somewhat unsavory. Too few people were interested in the subject and 
it seemed unlikely that whatever I (or anyone else) would publish would have any 
effect on anyone else’s work. The complicated, fascinating question of Altaic and 
even Uralic-Altaic relations tended to degenerate into declarations of faith. Almost 
as in two-party politics, where you either vote for X or for Y (with only abstention 
as a third alternative), one was constantly faced with the question whether one 
believed (yes/no) in the genetic relationship of Turkic-Mongol-Tunguz. In my 
earlier articles I was ready to answer “yes” to such a question; it was only later that 
slowly I came to believe in the need for a more qualified answer; instead of solving 
the problem, I tried to study it, perfectly happy to let the chips fall where they may. 
So I chose the third way and published very little and mostly on lexicographical 
questions, less likely to be controversial. 

I consider myself a historian and not a linguist (a statement with which, I 
suppose, most linguists would gladly agree), and the aim of any research I have 
undertaken was always meant to serve—at least in my own mind—the clarification 
of a historical process. Written as they were over the course of almost half a century, 
these articles reveal gradual changes of perspective and method. One of them 
(VD—interestingly enough often and approvingly cited—brings to my mind St. 
Paul's musings: “When I was a child, I used to talk like a child, and argue like a 
child... ." But since Pelliot judged the article acceptable for the T oung Pao, I 
thought it had a place in this volume. I still believe that the morphological parallels 
presented in my first "Uralic-Altaic" article (XXIID are valid but, today, I am not 
sure how to explain them. The article reflected an a priori belief in the existence of 
a genetic relationship between the Uralic and Altaic languages, and merely 
attempted to bring further proof in support of a hypothesis already accepted. Where 
I stand now on this issue can be seen in No. V. I cannot tell where I will stand 
tomorrow, but I was not and am not bent on finding solutions but simply on 
examining linguistic facts. 


ix 


I am quite aware of the weaknesses in my work but nevertheless hope that, thus 
assembled, these articles will give some stimulus to further research. I am encour- 
aged in this belief by the publication in Hungarian of fourteen of these articles. 
(Tanulmänyok, Budapest: Akadémiai Kiad6, 1982.) I can offer no better apologia 
than that of eternal validity presented by St. Paul to the Corinthians (1:13, 8-10): “If 
there are gifts of prophecy, the time will come when they must fail; or the gift of 
languages, it will not continue for ever; and knowledge—for this too, the time will 
come when it must fail. For our knowledge is imperfect and our prophesying is 
imperfect...” 


v wv wv € 
The articles are arranged according to their contents in five sections. Within 
them the studies are printed in chronological order. 


I am greatly obliged to all who gave authorization to reprint these articles. 


Denis Sinor Bloomington, Indiana, 
June 1990 


LE PROBLEME DE LA PARENTE 
DES LANGUES OURALO-ALTAIQUES 


par Denis Sinor. 


Si la parenté des langues italienne et francaise se conçoit même pour la personne la moins 
avertie, les liens unissant ces langues aux parlers germaniques ou slaves sont moins évidents. 
Cependant les recherches faites depuis un peu plus d'un siècle ont permis d'établir l'existence 
de la famille de langues dite indo-européenne. Ce résultat a peu à peu pénétré dans le bagage 
scientifique des classes cultivées et d'ores ct déjà on peut affirmer que la parenté des princi- 
pales langues européennes ne fait de doute à personne. 

Tel n'est pas le cas pour des langues comme le turc ou le mongol, ct d'aucuns seraient 
bien embarrassés si on leur demandait à quelle famille de langues appartient, par exemple, 
le finnois. 


La famille ouralo-altaïque. 


] ne sera peut-être pas sans intérêt d'exposer brièvement ce que nous savons de la famille 
de langues dite ouralo-allaique. Ses membres couvrent un territoire immense, allant de l'Europe 
Centrale au Pacifique, ct le nombre des sujets parlants, — les estimations n'ayant qu'une valeur 
approximative, — doit être de l'ordre d'environ 50 millions. 

La famille ouralo-altaique se subdivise, comme le montre són nom, en deux groupes : 
l'ouralien et l'altaique. 


Ovralien. 


Le groupe OURALIEN comprend les langues samoyédes et les langues finno-ougricnnes, 

Les Samoyèdes, dont le nombre ne dépasse guère les 20.000, habitent dispersés sur les 
vastes espaces allant de Ja Mer Blanche à l'embouchure de la Khatanga, de l'Océan Glacial 
arctique aux Monts Sayan. Leur grande dispersion a entrainé une non moins grande diffé- 
renciation dans leurs langues. Les petits groupes, séparés les uns des autres par des distances 
que l'on ne franchit que rarement, évoluent dans leurs langues de manière divergente. On serait 
presque tenté de dire que chaque famille parle un dialecte différent. On peut cependant dis- 
tinguer cinq groupes principaux : les Samoyédes Yourak, Tavgui, de l'Iénisséi, Kamassiques 
et les Samoyédes Ostiaks, A ne pas confondre avec les Ostiaks finno-ougriens dont il sera 
question plus bas. 

La subdivision du groupe finno-ougrien est assez claire et il n'est guère vraisemblable 
que des recherches ultérieures püissent modifier sensiblement le tableau suivant : 


I. — Langues ougriennes. 
x. vogoul, ostiak. 
2. hongrois. 
II. — Langues finno-permiennes. 
I. Langues permiennes : zuryéne, votiak. 
. Langues de la Volga ` tchérémisse, mordvine. 


. Langues finnoises : finnois, estonien, etc... 
. Lapon. 


fa C3 N 
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rocne ESTONA 


ER 


nón ROIS 
Si 


TNEUZBEG 


1€ 
On, e^ 
Noon 





Légende des Caractéres 


, TUR 
LANGES C "OCDE LANGUES Geet 
URALIENNES ŸFNNO- OUGRIEN ALTAIQUES \Toungouze 
Fig. 1. — LOCALISATION (APPROXIMATIVE) DES LANGUES OURALO-ALTATQUES, 


H va de soi que ce tableau n'a qu'une valeur approximative ` il faut surtout souligner que 
les différences séparant les groupes ne sont pas de la même importance, 

Abstraction faite des Vogouls et des Ostiaks (au total env. 23.000), dont les demeures 
se trouvent en Sibérie, les autres Finno-Ougriens habitent l'Europe, notamment l'UR.S.K., 
la Finlande, l'Estonie, la Hongrie. 


Altatque. 


Les langues ALTAÏQUES se subdivisent en trois groupes ` turc, mongol, toungouze. 

Contrairement à ce que l'on pense d'habitude, il n'v a pas une, mais plusieurs langues 
turques. Autrefois, par opposition à la langue turque parlée en Turquie on les appelait : turco- 
tatares, mais c'est JA une dénomination que rien ne justifie. Nous devons Ics appeler tout 
simplement : turques, tandis que la langue de Ja Turquie politique est : l'osmanli. 

Les tentatives de systématisation entreprises n'ont pas donné de résultats appréciables, 
Les divergences entre la plupart des langues turques ne sont pas assez profondes pour pouvoir 
établir des rapports exacts de parenté ; l'interaction des différents parlers vient encore troubler 
les maigres résultats acquis. 

Il n'y a qu'une langue qui se différencie nettement du reste des Jangues turques, c'est le 
tchouvache. Parlé par un million de sujets environ, lesquels habitent le bassin de la Volga, 
il montre une structure phonétique, qui, pendant assez longtemps, a retenu les chercheurs 
de le classer parmi les langues turques. 

I} serait fastidieux d'énumérer ici toutes les langues ftergues, dont certaines ne sont véri- 
tablement que des dialectes. Mentionnons-en toutefois quelques-unes : 

En Asie Centrale : le kazak (appelé à tort kazak-kirghize ou encore : kirghiz), le kara- 
kirghiz (qui est Je véritable kirghiz), le turcoman, l'euzbeg, le sarte. 
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ouralo-altaique 


ouralıen altaique 


> 


Finno-ougrien samoyede tofc mangol toungauze 


Fig. 2. — TABLEAU GÉNÉALOGIQUE « CLASSIQUE » DES LANGUES QURALO-ALTAIQUES, 
AUQUEL NOUS PROPOSONS QUELQUES MODIFICATIONS DANS LA PRESENTE ETUDE. 


En Sibérie : le yakoute dans l'extréme Nord, et les différents dialectes de l'Altai et des 
steppes : baraba, etc... 

En Asie-Mineure : l'osmanli (langue officielle de la Turquie), et dans le Caucase : l'azer- 
beidjanais, le karatchai, le koumuk, le balkar, etc... 

Sur le territoire européen de la Russie : le bachkir, le micher, le tepter, le dialecte de Kazan, 
le tchouvache, etc... 

En Pologne et en Roumanie : le karaite, le nogai, le gagaouze. 

On trouve encore des dialectes turcs dans le Turkestan chinois, et en Chine méme, notam- 
ment dans la province de Kansou. 

Nous ne tenterons méme pas de donner ici une énumération compléte des langues mon- 
goles et toungouzes, formant respectivement le deuxième et troisième groupe des langues 
altaiques. 

Parmi les premiéres mentionnons toutefois : l'oirat, le torgout, le kalmouk, le khalkha, 
le bouriat, le dahour, le monguor ; parmi les parlers toungouzes : le mandjou, le goldi, l'orotche, 
le lamoute et le neguidal. 

Il est évident que cette courte énumération n'a pas la prétention d'étre, méme approxi- 
mativement, exhaustive. Elle ne sert, en somme, qu'à situer le probléme dont nous allons 
examiner maintenant quelques aspects. 


Probléme de l'altaique primitif. 


Quand on parle de parenté de langues, on admet qu'il v eut un jour une langue dite pri- 
mitive de laquelle d'autres langues sont descendues par voie de lente différenciation. C'est 
le cas des langues indo-européennes; et, dans le domaine finno-ougrien, il y a également moyen 
d'établir l'existence d'une langue primitive commune. Dans de nombreux cas nous sommes 
à méme de remonter un degré plus haut et d'atteindre, en comparant des faits finno-ougriens 
et samoyèdes, la langue primitive ouralienne. 

Examinons maintenant la possibilité d'un rétablissement d'une langue primitive altaique, 
d'oü seraient descendues les langues turques, mongoles et toungouzes. 

Si l'on voulait procéder selon la méthode classique, il faudrait tout d'abord rétablir les 
langues primitives turque, mongole et toungouze afin que de leur comparaison surgisse le 
tableau de la langue primitive altaique. L'absence d'un travail de ce genre a souvent été déploré 
parles linguistes, Mais c'est là un desideratum trés théorique auquel, selon toute vraisem- 
blance, on ne pourra jamais satisfaire. 

La différenciation des parlers mongols n'est pas suffisamment accusée pour permettre 
des comparaisons fructueuses. On a l'impression qu'elle est de date trés récente ; on pourrait 
presque dire que, — sauf quelques dialectes archaiques comme le monguor — la plupart des 
langues mongoles proviennent d'une évolution du mongol littéraire. 

On rencontre une situation analogue dans le domaine toungouze. 

Tournons nos regards maintenant vers Jes langues turques. Nous signalions plus haut 
la différence considérable existant entre le tchouvache et les autres parlers turcs. Mais ce 
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champ, riche de promesses, s'avérait stérile à l'expérience. Vu la quasi-identité des langues 
turques communes, leur comparaison avec le tchouvache ne pouvait faire jaillir la lumière 
attendue. Pour pouvoir rétablir une langue primitive il faut au moins trois éléments de com- 
paraison. Voyons un exemple : là où les langues turques ont un y- initial, le tchouvache nous 
montre un $- mouillé ; le mot turc yif « ficelle, corde », se retrouve en tchouvache sous la 
forme stp. 

Si l'on s'appuie sur l'argument quantitatif, c'est-à-dire si l'on considère que la totalité 
des langues turques montre dans ces cas un y- initial (ou un dérivé récent) et le tchouvache 
est la seule langue à avoir $- — on doit conclure — selon les règles du métier — que c'est 
le y- qui représente le son original, et c'est le $- qui est Je résultat d'une évolution y-- 5. 

Or cette argumentation est erronée. Les différentes langues turques communes font en 
réalité une langue, tel — toutes proportions gardées — le francais de France, de Belgique 
ou de la Suisse. Les différences dans le traitement du y- sont de date récente ; nous devons 
admettre pour les langues turques communes un y- initial original. On peut maintenant ratio- 
ciner à perte de temps si c'est le y- du turc commun ou le $- du tchouvache que l'on doit 
admettre pour le turc primitif. D'aucuns affirmeront que c'est l'un, d'autres soutiendront 
que c'est l'autre; pour sortir de l'impasse il faut faire appel à un troisiéme élément. Nous 
arrivons là à la pierre d'achoppement des études altaiques ` la phonétique historique turque 
ne peut se faire avec des éléments exclusivement turcs. 

C'est ainsi que l'on eut l'idée de faire appel aux langues mongoles et toungouzes. 

En effet le vocabulaire des trois groupes altaiques nous montre des parallélismes tellement 
frappants que la parenté des langues turques, mongoles et toungouzes fut accepté par la 
presque totalité des chercheurs. 


Parenté ov contact ? 


Rien ne s'oppose, a priort, à la rédaction d'une grammaire comparée altaique. Rien, disons- 
nous, sauf qu'en se penchant plus profondément sur Je probléme, on aperçoit de sérieuses diver- 
gences dans les systémes morphologiques. Aprés les frappantes correspondances de voca- 
bulaire, cctte indigence doit nous faire réfléchir. Les éléments morphologiques s'empruntent 
plus difficilement que ceux du vocabulaire, on pourrait dire que les premiers se transmettent 
par voie de filiation, et les seconds par des contacts. 

Comment expliquer dans ces conditions les correspondances morphologiques qui -- 
quoique en nombre relativement restreint — existent cntre les langues altaiques ? Nous avons 
deux alternatives : selon la première, les quelques correspondances morphologiques scraient 
les survivances témoignant d'origines communes, selon la seconde elles seraient ducs à un 
contact trés long, à une symbiose trés profonde. 

Personnellement je pencherais vers cette seconde solution. En effet les circonstances histo- 
riques donnent une indication dans ce sens : depuis l'aube de l'histoire et jusqu'à nos jours, 
peuples turcs, mongols et toungouzes se cótoient, se superposent, s’entretuent. Les cor- 
respondances de vocabulaire viennent corroborer le témoignage historique ; leur nombre 
impressionnant, leur diversité, leur aspect phonétique ne laissent aucun doute sur l'intimité 
de la symbiose altaique. Dans cet état de choses, il est difficile d’admettre qu'à mesure que 
les correspondances de vocabulaire allaient en augmentant, les éléments morphologiques 
partant — par définition — d'une identité absolue, se différenciaient au point que de nos 
jours leur parenté originale est à peine perceptible. 

Je pense que la parenté altaique, acceptée tacitement par la quasi-totalité des spécialistes, 
est loin d'étre prouvée. 

Je me permets d'attirer l'attention sur les difficultés soulevées par cette dernière asser- 
tion. 

Nous parlions, au début de cette étude, de groupe ouralo-altaique. Nous avons montré 
que du cóté ouralien nous sommes à méme de rétablir tout au moins les contours d'une langue 
primitive. Quand nous voulions en faire autant pour le groupe altaique nous nous hev-' ions 
d'abord à l'impossibilité de rédiger une grammaire comparée exclusivement (ure, e, pnis, 
en faisant appel au mongol et au toungouze, nous nous sommes trouvés en face de données 
propres à ébranler l'hypothèse de la parenté altaique. Ne serait-ce pas téméraire dans ces cir- 
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constances de chercher des rapports entre le groupe altaïque (inexistant ?) et l’ouralien ? 
Je ne le pense pas, maïs il faut envisager le problème sous un angle différent. 


Contacts turco-finno-ougriens. 


Des recherches récentes ont montré que les systèmes morphologiques des langues turques 
et finno-ougriennes accusent des analogies particulièrement frappantes, Leurs vocabulaires 
présentent des correspondances convaincantes, mais dont le nombre reste de beaucoup infé- 
rieur 4 celui constaté entre le turc et le mongol. Ces faits permettent de supposer des rapports 
génétiques entre Jes langues turques et finno-ougriennes. L'hypothèse d'une famille ouralo- 
turque ne nous parait pas trop hardie. 

C'est en se détachant des langues ouraliennes (ou seulement finno-ougriennes ?) que les 
langues turques, — peut-étre comme résultat d'une migration vers l'Est — se sont mises en 
contact avec les parlers pré-mongols et toungouzes. Les trés fortes empreintes laissées sur 
ces derniers, aussi bien — nous l'avons vu — dans la morphologique que dans le vocabulaire, 
laissent supposer une différence sensible dans la civilisation en faveur des Turcs. 

La question se pose alors : quel était le caractére de ces langues avant l'influence turque ? 

Encore de nos jours nous trouvons en Sibérie des langues, en voie d'extinction, qui n'appar- 
tiennent à aucune famille de langues connues et qu'on appelle paléoastatiques. Elles sont 
assez mal connues et leur étude se heurte à de nombreuses difficultés. Supposer que les 
langues mongoles et toungouzes sont des langues paléoasiatiques greffées de turc n'a, a priori, 
rien d'invraisemblable. Si les preuves directes nous manquent, un fait est là pour nous faire 
réfléchir : la structure morphologique du turc est claire, bien établie, montrant des analogies 
étonnamment convaincantes avec la morphologie finno-ougrienne ; c'est un systéme bien cohé- 
rent. Tel n'est pas le cas en domaine mongol et toungouze. Aprés avoir écorcé les couches suc- 
cessives d'influences turques (car on peut distinguer assez nettement plusieurs périodes), 
il nous reste un noyau mystérieux dont les affinités avec les langues turques ou ouraliennes 
sont rien moins que probables. L'étude du vocabulaire confirme encore cette impression. . 
Simultanément nous trouvons des éléments qui pourraient presque figurer dans un parler 
turc et d'autres —- et c'est souvent le cas pour les expressions les plus simples — ne pouvant 
étre rapprochés d'aucune langue ouralienne ou turque. On a l'impression que sous les couches 
turques se cache un substrat que — en attendant d'étre mieux documenté — nous pourrions 
appeler paléoasialique. 

Pour résumer, il nous semble que l'emploi du terme ouralo-aliaigue est justifié dans ce 
sens que les liens de parenté ne lient que les langues ouraliennes et turques, tandis que les 
langues mongoles et toungouzes, ayant été profondément modifiées, méme dans leur struc- 
ture, par l'influence turque, doivent étre considérées comme des parents par alliance. Tout 
ceci demeure évidemment assez hypothétique et on est encore loin d'avoir dit le dernier 
mot en la matiére. 


Carte et schéma exécutés par M. GAILLARD. 
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Geschichtliche Hypothesen und Sprachwissenschaft 
in der ungarischen, finnisch-ugrischen und uralischen 
Urgeschichtsforschung 


Von Denis Sınor (Indiana University) ! 


Die finnisch-ugrische Sprachwissenschaft beschäftigt sich mit Vorliebe 
mit diachronischen Fragen, und ein verhältnismässig grosser Teil der For- 
schung ist der Erhellung der vorgeschichtlichen Periode — d.h. dem Zeitalter 
welches dem der schriftlichen Sprachdenkmäler vorausging — gewidmet. 
Die vergleichende finnisch-ugrische Sprachwissenschaft betrachtet die 
Erläuterung der finnisch-ugrischen Vorgeschichte als eine ihrer Haupt- 
aufgaben, und diese angewandte Wissenschaft geniesst in Finnland sowie 
in Ungarn eine besondere Popularität. 

Lehnwortstudien sind auch besonders beliebt, denn sie scheinen — z.B. 
im Studium der ungarischen Vorgeschichte — einige wichtige Probleme 
aufzuhellen. Diese Methode ist verständlich und berechtigt, aber sie erfordert 
grosse Verantwortlichkeit. 

Der Gegenstand der sprachwissenschaftlichen Untersuchung ist die 
Sprache, und der Zweck der diachronischen Sprachwissenschaft ist die 
Untersuchung der Geschichte der Sprache und nicht der Geschichte des 
Volkes, welches diese Sprache spricht. Die Entscheidung, ob die Daten 
der Sprachgeschichte für die Geschichte anwendbar sind, oder nicht, muss 
man den Historikern überlassen. Der Sprachwissenschaftler kann nämlich 
seine Forschungsergebnisse vom Standpunkt der Geschichte aus nicht immer 
aus eigener Kraft einschätzen. So können wir z.B. eine ungarisch-türkische 
Entsprechung so erklären, dass wir das ungarische Wort als türkisches 
Lehnwort betrachten, aber gäbe es z.B. eine Entsprechung zwischen einem 
ungarischen Wort und einem Bantu-Wort, so könnten wir diese mit gutem 
Grund als illusorisch betrachten. In solchem Falle stützen wir nämlich 
unser Urteil nicht auf rein sprachliche, sondern auf geschichtliche Grund- 
lagen : Denn wie wäre auch ein Bantu-Lehnwort ins Ungarische gelangt? 
Das heisst: Wir vertrauen uns der Lehre des Historikers blindlings an — 


1 Dieser Aufsatz war ursprünglich der Text eines Vortrages und ist daher in einem anderen 
Stil geschrieben, als wäre er fürs Lesen bestimmt. Trotz kleineren Veränderungen habe ich den 
Charakter des Stils nicht geändert. Bibliographische Angaben sind soweit wie möglich ver- 
mieden worden, auch habe ich davon abgesehen, alle mir bekannten Stellungnahmen zu den 
vielen hier berührten Problemen zu zitieren. Dies hätte im Rahmen eines Vortrages, und auch 
in dem eines kurzen Aufsatzes, nicht unternommen werden können. Eine erste Version dieses 
Vortrages erschien unter dem Titel »Tôrténelmi hipotézis a magyar nyelv tôrténetébens (Nyelv- 
tudoményi Értekezések 58, 1967, 195-200 = Smor 1967), jedoch ist der hier gegebene Text 
keine einfache Übersetzung der ungarischen Version. — In der Vorbereitung meines Vortrags 
konnten die einführenden Referate die für das Martinus Fogelius Symposion unter dem Titel 
»Aktuelle Fragen der finnougrischen Sprachvergleichung« (Mitteilungen der Societas Uralo- 
Altaica, Heft 2, Hamburg 1968) erschienen, nicht berücksichtigt werden. PÉTER HAJDUS 
Referat »Der gegenwärtige Stand der finnougrischen Urheimatforschung« ist für die hier erór- 
terten Fragen besonders wichtig und lehrreich. 
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mit Recht in diesem Falle — nach der es in der Vergangenheit keine Bezie- 
hungen zwischen diesen beiden Völkern gab, und so konnten auch — stellt 
der Sprachforscher wiederum fest — keine sprachlichen Beziehungen 
existiert haben. Aber was geschieht, wenn der Historiker sich irrt? Wenn 
der Sprachforscher tiber den heutigen Stand der Geschichtswissenschaft 
einfach falsch informiert ist? 

Auf dem Forschungsgebiet der finnisch-ugrischen Sprachwissenschaft 
und der mit ihr — meiner Meinung nach allzusehr — zusammenhängenden 
finnisch-ugrischen Vorgeschichtsforschung, zeigt sich eine leider oft schlechte 
Koordination der historischen und sprachlichen Hypothesen. Beispiels- 
weise möchte ich vor allem über einige ungarische Etymologien sprechen, 
die auf eine a priori Stellungnahme, ein historisches Vorurteil gegründet 
sind. Diese können sich auf Wörter sowohl von sogenannter finnisch-ugri- 
scher als auch von türkischer Herkunft beziehen. 

Betrachten wir beispielsweise ungarisch szó ‘Wort’, das allgemein als 
ein finnisch-ugrisches Wort gilt. Die Etymologie scheint unbestritten zu 
sein; es gibt aber eine ganz klare türkische Entsprechung dazu. Um von der 
zuständigen Literatur nur ein neueres Beispiel zu geben, ist sich GÉZA 
BArczı 2 — der szó mit ostjak. sau, wogul. saw zusammenstellt — der 
Existenz eines türkischen Wortes sab von gleicher Bedeutung wohl bewusst, 
aber er erklürt die Übereinstimmung als einen Beweis des türkischen Ein- 
tlusses auf den gemeinugrischen Wortschatz. Natürlich ist dieser Standpunkt 
durchaus haltbar, aber er ist keineswegs der einzig vertretbare. Es ware 
ebenso gut möglich anzunehmen, dass die obugrischen Sprachen und das 
Ungarische das türkische Wort zu verschiedenen Zeiten entlehnt haben 
(was ich selber nicht für wahrscheinlich halte). Aber wenn wir mit BÁnCZI 
das ugrische Wort auf eine türkische Form zurückführen, dann verwirken 
wir damit das Recht, es in die Aufzáhlung ungarischer Wórter finnisch- 
ugrischen Ursprungs einzuschliessen. Warum wäre das Wort finnisch- 
ugrisch ? Es ist ein ugrisches Wort türkischen Ursprungs. Aber der histo- 
rischen Hypothese scheint über den linguistischen Tatsachen der Vorrang 
eingeräumt zu werden. Dasselbe könnte auch mutatis mutandis, über die 
Etymologie von ungarisch hattyú ‘Schwan’ und seine ugrischen Entspre- 
chungen gesagt werden. 

Ein anderes Beispiel wäre ung. üszó ‘Färse’ 3, das man zur Zeit SZINNYEIS 
für ein Wort finnisch-ugrischen Ursprungs gehalten hat, heutzutage aber 
mit mehr Vorsicht für ein Wort ugrischen Ursprungs hält. Aber aus welchem 
Grund ? Ungarisch üsző hängt ohne Zweifel mit dem wog. Bësiy zusammen, 
aber wir haben keine Entsprechung im Ostjakischen. Wäre dieses Wort 
in anderen Sprachen unbekannt, so wäre die einzig mögliche Etymologie 
eine ugrische. Aber das Wort ist in den türkischen Sprachen gut belegt 
(altt. buzay, KaSyari buzayu, usw.), es existiert sogar in den mongolischen 
Sprachen (birayu, usw.) und vielleicht auch im Tungusischen. Die sprach- 
lichen Fakten sind also, objektiv gesehen, die folgenden: ein allgemein 
verbreitetes altaisches oder mindestens türkisch-mongolisches Wort, mit 


2 Bárczi 1963. 21,34 
3 Ich habe mich mit den hier folgenden Namen der Rinder ausführlicher beschäftigt in meinem 
Aufsatz ome Altaic names for boviness, AOH. 15 (1962). 816-32 
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ungarischem und wogulischem Äquivalent. Da es aber vor einigen Jahr- 
zehnten sehr wichtig war, dass man die finnisch-ugrische Abstammung 
der ungarischen Sprache »beweise« hielt J. SZINNYEI üsző für finnisch- 
ugrisch, obwohl das Wort nur in zwei ugrischen Sprachen vorkommt. 
Das wogulische Wort könnte eine unmittelbare Entlehnung aus einer 
Türksprache sein, oder aber wir dürften annehmen, dass das Lehnwort 
aus der ugrischen Zeit stammt. 

Ich will hier ja keine neue Etymologie geben, ich möchte nur zeigen, 
wie sehr die Interpretation sprachwissenschaftlicher Daten und Zusammen- 
hänge von uns abhängt, von unseren Vorurteilen, und von dem, was wir 
»beweisen« wollen. 

Ung. borjú ‘Kalb’ wird natürlich allgemein für ein türkisches Lehnwort 
gehalten, das von den oben erwähnten Formen abstammt. Demnach wären 
die Wörter üszö und borjú eigentlich durch Wortspaltung entstanden (sog. 
doublets étymologiques), wie z.B. Reiter und Ritter oder französisch chaire 
und chaise. Dennoch gilt üsző als ugrisch und borjú als türkisch. Wir sollten 
aber nicht vergessen, dass borjú auch als mongolisch gelten könnte. Die 
Form mit medialem r (statt z wie in buzayu) sieht ausgesprochen mongo- 
lisch aus, auch haben wir keinen sprachlichen Grund, sie anstatt 
vom mongolischen birayu aus einer hypothetischen türkischen Wurzel 
abzuleiten. Vom sprachwissenschaftlichen Standpunkt aus gesehen kann 
borj sowohl auf eine tschuwassische als auch auf eine mongolische Form 
deuten 4. 

Aber hier tritt die historische Hypothese auf. Da die Tradition der unga- 
rischen Vorgeschichte die Ungarn mit den Tschuwassen in Zusammenhang 
bringt, gebraucht man für ihre Zwecke auch das Wort borjú. Es ergeht dem 
Wort ökör ‘Ochs’ auch nicht viel besser. Natürlich kann das Wort tschu- 
wassischen Ursprungs sein, aber genau so kónnte es auch aus dem Mongo- 
lischen hergekommen sein, da die mongolischen Formen zum, vom Rho- 
tazismus gekennzeichneten, Typ üker gehören. Nebenbei gesagt, existieren 
die Varianten des türkischen óküz auch im Wogulischen und Ostjakischen, 
als Beweis dafür, dass die ugrischen Sprachen nicht nur die Rindviehnamen 
üszö-Besiy aus dem Türkischen entlehnt haben. 

Da wir schon über Rindvieh sprechen, erwähne ich ung. bika ‘Stier’. 
Es wird allgemein als türkisches Lehnwort angesehen, und ich widerspreche 
dieser Anschauung nicht. Aber man muss zugeben, dass das Wort genau 
so gut ein mongolisches Lehnwort sein könnte, da es sowohl in den tür- 
kischen als auch in den mongolischen Sprachen gleichförmig als buga vor- 
kommt. Und warum könnte bika nicht ein slavisches Wort sein? Zwar 
wäre das ungarische auslautende a in diesem Falle schwer zu erklären, 
aber auch mit der türkisch-mongolischen Etymologie haben wir Schwierig- 
keiten (vgl. hierzu Dicsy 1957.253). Denn warum sollte das 4 dem v der 
ersten Silbe im Türkisch-Mongolischen entsprechen ? 


4 Dieser Hinweis ist in seiner Zielsetzung eher methodologisch als linguistisch. LicEtis 
Ergebnisse bezüglich der mongolischen Elemente der ungarischen Sprache (»Mongolos jóve- 
vényszavaink kérdése« NyK 49 (1935).190-271) sind noch heute stichhaltig. Wir verdanken 
ihm auch einen Hinweis auf die mongolischen Lehnwérter im Tschuwassischen. Von unserem 
Standpunkte aus gesehen ist die Frage nicht, ob borjú mongolischen Ursprungs sein muss, 
sondern ob es ein mongolisches Lehnwort sein kann. 
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Die Wörter borjú, ökör und bika sind genau so gut — wenn nicht besser — 
aus dem Mongolischen zu erklären wie aus dem Türkischen. Aber unter den 
Wissenschaftlern, die sich mit diesen Fragen beschäftigen, wirkt bewusst 
oder unbewusst die historische — und nicht die sprachliche — Hypothese, 
dass die Magyaren mit den Türken zusammenlebten; folglich muss man 
die ungarischen Lehnwörter aus dem Türkischen erklären. Wenn wir jetzt 
einen Schritt weiter gehen und die Frage stellen, woher wir eigentlich 
wissen, dass die Magyaren mit den Türken zusammengelebt haben, dann 
hören wir als Hauptargument, dass die ungarische Sprache viele türkische 
Lehnwörter enthält, z.B. borjú, ökör, bika. ... Dies ist ein Schulbeispiel des 
circulus vitiosus. 

Man sagt, dass kebel ‘Busen’ ugrischen Ursprungs sei. Die Schwierigkeit 
bei dieser Etymologie ist nun, dass dieses Wort (wie auch üszö) nur im 
Wogulischen vorkommt, folglich ist es eigentlich nur ein ungarisch-wogu- 
lisches Wort. Wie schon im Falle des Wortes üszö, könnte man auch hier 
ugrischen Ursprung annehmen, wenn das Wort nicht auch in anderen 
Sprachen vorkäme. Aber es existiert im Mongolischen in der Form kebeli, 
mit der Bedeutung ‘Busen’ (also nicht wie im Wogulischen, wo es die Bedeu- 
tung von ‘Rockschoss’ hat); es existiert sogar im Mandschurischen in der 
Form kefeli, ‘Bauch’. Mit welchem Recht schliessen wir die mongolischen 
Formen aus und behaupten, dass das Wort ugrischen Ursprungs sei? Nur 
auf Grund der historischen Hypothese, nach der 

1. die Ungarn mit den Ugriern zusammenlebten, und es 

2. auf dem Gebiete, wo Ungarn und Wogulen zusammenlebten, keine 

Mongolen gab. 

Der erste Punkt wäre noch annehmbar, aber nicht der zweite. Dieser ist 
nämlich nicht nur »argumentum ex silentio«, sondern noch schlimmer. 
Vom »silentium« kann mal gar nicht die Rede sein, wir wollen nicht nur 
hören, was die Wörter aussagen. Denn dass in den Gebieten, die im Zusam- 
menhang mit der ungarischen Vorgeschichte in Betracht kommen, keine 
Mongolen lebten, ist nicht nur unmöglich zu beweisen, sondern es wird 
sogar immer wahrscheinlicher, dass das Gegenteil wahr ist. Es gibt im 
Wolgagebiet im Bereich des finnisch-ugrisch-tschuwassisch-türkischen Kes- 
sels genügend nachweisbaren mongolischen Einfluss, über den meines 
Wissens noch nicht viel geschrieben worden ist. Nur einige Beispiele sollten 
hier angeführt werden. Tschuw. tählan ‘Blei’ hängt unbedingt mit mon- 
golischen Formen wie twyulyan, tuyalya, tuylay und dem mandschur. 
toholon zusammen, und auch die Wörter &uh ‘Zeit? ~ mong. day, weiter 
tschuw. énen ‘Glaube, Treue’ ~ mong. Anen, etc. gehören zusammen. 

Es wäre interessant, die Beziehungen des Ungarischen zu den altaischen 
Sprachen mit Hilfe einer anderen historischen Hypothese — »Mongolen 
in der Umgebung des Urals« — zu untersuchen. Doch ich will nicht aus dem 
Regen in die Traufe kommen. 

Betrachten wir nun einen Augenblick die Geschichte des ungarischen 
Wortes komló ‘Hopfen’. SZINNYEI, GomBocz, Moór, BÄArczı und viele 
andere halten es für ein türkisches Lehnwort aus der Zeit vor der ungari- 
schen Landnahme, d.h. vor dem Ende des 9.Jh.s. Das Wort komló könnte 
ohne Zweifel ein türkisches Lehnwort sein, da es in Bedeutung und Laut- 
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form dem türkischen gumlay entspricht. Niemand erwähnt aber, dass das 
türkische Wort erst bei Kasyari, d.h. im 11. Jh. erscheint, der es ausge- 
sprochen als kiptschakisch, d.h. als ein westliches Wort betrachtet. Wir 
haben zwei Probleme in diesem Zusammenhang. Erstens : Es ist möglich, 
aber nicht beweisbar, dass dieses Wort »aus der Zeit vor der Landnahme« 
zu jener Zeit in den türkischen Sprachen auch tatsächlich existiert hat. 
Das zweite Problem ergibt sich daraus, dass das Wort auch im Wogulischen 
in der Form k’umläz vorkommt, und im Ostjakischen als xômDazx. Warum 
wären wir dann nicht der Meinung, dass das Wort komló ugrischen Ursprungs 
ist? Wir hätten mehr Grund dafür, als z.B. im Falle des Wortes es, da 
a aa DE wenigstens in den beiden ugrischen Sprachen vorhanden 
sind. 

Aber eben: nach der herrschenden Hypothese gehört komlö zu den 
Wörtern, mit denen man beweisen will, dass die Ungarn den Ackerbau 
von den Türken gelernt hätten und dass es keinen ugrischen Ackerbau 
gegeben habe. Um dieser Hypothese willen möchte niemand wahrhaben, 
dass die Entsprechungen von komló in Frankreich seit dem 8.Jh. bekannt 
sind; und zwar in den Formen humlone, humelone, humlo(naria) ‘Hopfen- 
garten’ usw., aus denen das heutige Wort houblon ‘Hopfen’ abzuleiten ist. 
Offenbar haben wir es hier mit einem Kulturwort zu tun 5, und da das 
ungarische Wort komló nicht vor dem 11. Jh. vorkommt, könnten wir es 
leicht für ein französisches Lehnwort halten, würden wir eine andere his- 
torische Hypothese wählen als die übliche. Die Finnen, die sich im allge- 
meinen türkischen Beziehungen gegenüber misstrauisch verhalten, leiten 
das finnische kumala natürlich aus dem Germanischen ab ®, was wahr- 
scheinlich auch richtig ist. Aber dies zeigt wieder nur, dass die genaue 
Geschichte des Wortes sich nicht feststellen lässt und dass das Vorkommen 
dieses Wortes in einer Sprache geschichtlich von geringer Bedeutung ist. 

Die kulturhistorischen Folgerungen, die man aus der Sprache zieht, 
sind gefährlich, wenn wir sie nicht mit archäologischen und ethnographi- 
schen Beweisen ergänzen. Es ist nicht einmal lange her, dass man frisch- 
fröhlich über die Existenz oder Nicht-existenz des Pferdes in der ugrischen 
Zeit diskutiert hat, obwohl Dutzende von Pferdeknochen aus den vorugri- 
schen und ugrischen Gräbern zum Vorschein kamen und auf dem Gebiete 
der finnisch-ugrischen Urheimat sich vorgeschichtliche Pferdedarstellungen 
befinden. Schwerwiegende grundsätzliche Fragen tauchen hier auf. 

Man sagt, dass der türkische Ackerbau grossen Einfluss auf das Wirt- 
schaftsleben der Ungarn gehabt habe, wie dieses z.B. die ungarischen Wörter 
árpa ‘Gerste’, búza ‘Weizen’, dió ‘Nuss’, körte ‘Birne’, gyiiméles ‘Obst’, 
usw. beweisen. Mit der gleichen Beweisführung könnten wir auch behaupten, 
dass, da die ungarischen Wörter kar ‘Arm’, gyomor ‘Magen’, szakall ‘Bart’, terd 
‘Knie’, köldök ‘Nabel’ auch türkischen Ursprungs sind, den Ungarn Knie 
und Magen erst unter türkischem Einfluss gewachsen seien. Wie allgemein 
bekannt, ist das ungarische Zeitwort für ‘begatten’ türkischen Ursprungs. 


5 Vgl. ARNALD STEIGER : Vom Hopfen. (Westöstliche Abhandlungen. Rudolf Tschudi zum 
siebzigsten Geburtstag überreicht von Freunden und Schülern, herausgegeben von Fritz MEIER. 
Wiesbaden 1964, S. 87-106). 

6 Vgl. SKES 1 (1955); s.v. humala 
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Man fragt sich dann, wie so es überhaupt Ungarn gibt... Offensichtlich 
übernehmen die Sprachen nicht nur die nötigen neuen Wörter, sondern — 
ohne irgendein System — auch Wörter, deren genaue Entsprechungen 
bei der übernehmenden Sprache schon vorhanden sind. Die englische Sprache 
ist ein gutes Beispiel für dieses Phänomen : es gibt für hunderte von iden- 
tischen Begriffen Wörter sowohl angelsächsischen als auch romanischen 
Ursprungs. Die eventuellen Bedeutungsunterschiede sind von sekundärer 
Natur. Wenn das ursprüngliche angelsächsische Wort sheep heute nur 
für ‘Schaf’ gebraucht wird, während das aus dem Französischen übernom- 
mene mutton für ‘Schaffleisch’, kann man daraus nicht schliessen, dass die 
Engländer vor dem französischen Einfluss kein Schaffleisch gegessen hätten. 
Und aus den Wörtern mountain und lake kann man auch nicht den Schluss 
ziehen, dass die Engländer vor dem französischen Einfluss nicht gewusst 
hätten, was ein Berg oder ein See ist. Es ist offensichtlich, dass im Falle 
einer Wortübernahme die Völker, welche die gebende bzw. nehmende 
Sprache sprechen, in irgendeiner Beziehung gestanden haben müssen, 
aber in vielen Fällen kann man nicht einmal mehr feststellen, ob diese 
Beziehung mittelbar oder unmittelbar war. Man darf mit Hilfe solch verein- 
fachender Methoden aus Wortentsprechungen keine kulturhistorischen 
Schlussfolgerungen ziehen. 

Die sogenannten tier- und pflanzengeographischen Argumente stehen 
auf noch schwächeren Füssen. Der Gedanke, dass sich mit Hilfe einiger 
Wörter bestimmen liesse, wo das Volk, das sie gebraucht, gelebt hat, ist 
meiner Meinung nach kaum haltbar. In den meisten modernen Sprachen 
haben die sog. tropischen Lebensmittel — z.B. Kaffee, Banane, Kakao — 
identische Namen. Aus dieser Tatsache würde niemand darauf schliessen, 
dass all diese Völker irgendwann auf einem Gebiet zusammengelebt hätten, 
wo Kaffee, Banane und Kakao zusammen gewachsen wären. Wir haben 
es hier natürlich mit Kulturwörtern zu tun; aber warum betrachten wir 
die ungarischen Wörter für Apfel, Birne, Traube nicht auch als Kultur- 
wörter ? Dass wir sie schon längere Zeit kennen, ist noch kein hinreichender 
Grund. Die Tier- und Pflanzennamen können natürlich für die Kultur- 
geschichte sehr lehrreich sein, allein man muss kritischer an ihre Auswertung 
herangehen. Die teetrinkenden Völker lebten nicht alle auf Gebieten zusam- 
men, wo Teebau getrieben wurde, aber wenn wir die Verbreitung des Wortes 
‘Tee’ und des mit diesem identischen čaj auf eine Landkarte aufzeichnen, 
können wir aus der Untersuchung der Grenzen sehr interessante kultur- 
historische Folgerungen ziehen. 

Die Untersuchung der Pflanzen- und Tiernamen kann nur dann zu einem 
sinnvollen Ergebnis führen, wenn wir unsere Forschungen nicht auf eine 
einzige Sprachfamilie beschränken, d.h. wenn wir uns nicht von vornherein 
durch eine historische Hypothese beeinflussen lassen. 

Die wichtige Rolle, die Baumnamen in der Festlegung der alten Sied- 
lungsräume der finnisch-ugrischen bzw. uralischen Sprachfamilien zukommt, 
ist allgemein bekannt. Frau Irene N. SEBESTYÉN hat in diesem Feld ganz 
hervorragende Ergebnisse erreicht. Versuchen wir, unseren Horizont zu 
erweitern. Die Etymologien der Namen der Fichte, finn. kuust, mordwin. 
kuz usw. sind allgemein bekannt und angenommen. Nun aber ist der mon- 
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golische Name der Fichte von den uralischen Namen dieser Baumart nicht 
zu trennen: schriftmongolisch gusi, khalkha suš usw., eine Tatsache, die 
in diesbezüglichen Arbeiten meines Wissens noch nie erwähnt worden ist 7. 

In seiner Untersuchung des Verbreitungsgebietes der zwei Fichtenarten 
(Picea excelsa und Picea obovata) stellt P. Haspt fest, dass die Grenze 
»sich in Sibirien etwas ostwärts verlagert« hat *. Leider ist die Verbreitung 
dieser Baumart in die von HaspU gegebenen Landkarten nicht eingezeichnet. 
Wir wissen aber, dass die Fichte nicht nur »etwas«, sondern sehr weit in 
Sibirien verbreitet ist, sogar bis zum Ochotskischen Meer °. Wenn wir 
nun die uralischen Formen des Namens der Fichte bis nach Ostsibirien 
verfolgen können, so verlieren sie damit einen beträchtlichen Teil ihrer 
Beweiskraft für die Lokalisierung der uralischen Urheimat. 

Nun könnte man einwenden, dass es sich da nur um einen Namen handelt, 
während es bekanntlich mehrerer lokalisierbarer Baumnamen bedarf, um 
die Begrenzung der finnisch-ugrischen bzw. uralischen Urheimat mit einiger 
Präzision umreissen zu können. Nehmen wir daher als unser zweites Beispiel 
den uralischen Namen der Zirbelkiefer (Pinus cembra oder Pinus sibirica), 
deren zweiter lateinischer Name schon zur Genüge zeigt, dass der Baum 
auch in Sibirien bekannt ist. Die uralischen Formen : syrjän. sus, wog. 
tet ostj. D. téyet, sam. tide, tyty usw. sind wohlbekannt. Nun hat aber schon 
LIGETI vor dreissig Jahren darauf hingewiesen!‘, dass das Wort auch 
in den Türksprachen vorkommt, und zwar im 11.Jh. bei KaSyari und auch 
im Jakutischen in der Form Gr, Das Wort taucht auch in verschiedenen 
altaitürkischen Dialekten auf (fit), allerdings mit der Bedeutung ‘Lärche 
(Pinus lariz). 

Von den vier Baumnamen (für Fichte, Zirbelkiefer, Tanne und Lärche) 
die Damp für die. Lokalisierung der uralischen Urheimat verwendet 1t, 
sind mindestens zwei auch im Wortschatz der altaischen Sprachen vorhan- 
den. Was mir aber noch wichtiger erscheint, ist die auch von Haspt ange- 
nommene Tatsache, dass die Verbreitungsgebiete aller vier Baumarten 
weit bis nach Ostsibirien reichen. HAsDU scheint sich der Schwierigkeiten 
bewusst zu sein, denn er lokalisiert die uralische Urheimat zuerst einfach 
in dem Gebiet der Taiga... wo auch die Pinus sibirica und die Abies vor- 
kommen« 2, womit ich natürlich einverstanden bin. Ich bin aber nicht 
überzeugt, dass seine weitere Feststellung, mit welcher er diese Urheimat 
nach Westsibirien verlegt, beweisbar ist. Sie erscheint mir als eine Kon- 
zession gegenüber den geschichtlichen Hypothesen, die traditionell diese 
Urheimat noch weiter nach Westen gesucht haben. Die sprachlichen und 


? Die Frage, ob die vielen türkischen Wörter vom Typ quzuq ‘Zirbelfichte (Pinus cembra)’ 
dazugehören, dürfte wohl einstweilig dahingestellt bleiben. Trotz den Bedeutungsverschieden- 
heiten (Picea - Pinus cembra) würde ich die türkisch-mongolischen Formen miteinander ver- 
binden. Falls man das Verschwinden desanlantenden k- der tungusischen Wörter vom Typ asikta 
‘Fichte’ gut dokumentieren könnte — was als wahrscheinlich gilt —, dürfte man diese mit 
gust zusammenstellen, da -kta ein vielgebrauchtes Suffix ist. 

5 Haspu 1964:1.63 

9 Siehe den entsprechenden Artikel, Bd.15, S. 504-506, der Bolšaja Sovetskaja Enci- 
klopedija, 2.Auflage 1952 

10 Les voyelles longues en turc. Journal asiatique 1938.188 

D Hang 1966:8 

1? Haspu 1964:1.74 
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pflanzengeographischen Argumente wiirden die Lokalisierung der uralischen 
Urheimat auch weiter nach Osten, in Mittel- oder Ostsibirien gestatten. 

Mit den pflanzengeographischen Beweisführungen kann man überhaupt 
nicht vorsichtig genug umgehen. Um es zu zeigen, möchte ich hier noch 
zwei weitere Beispiele anführen. 

Vor Jahren hat IRENE N. SEBESTYEN !? einen ungarischen Baumnamen 
mör erschlossen, in welchem sie eine vergessene ungarische Benennung 
der Fichte sah. Ich glaube diesen verschollenen Namen — der nach IRENE 
N. SgBESTYÉN auch finnisch-ugrische Entsprechungen hat — im Tungu- 
sischen wiederentdeckt zu haben. Im nertschinskischen Dialekt gibt es 
das Wort mar ‘Fichte’, 14 das der Form und Bedenkung nach den finnisch- 
ugrischen Wörtern genau entspricht. Wie schon gesagt, ist die übliche 
Bezeichnung der Fichte im Tungusischen asikta. Wir haben daher im Worte 
mar eine unleugbare, aber sehr schwer erklärbare ungarisch-lappisch- 
tungusische Übereinstimmung. Sollten wir sie für die Lokalisierung einer 
Urheimat verwenden? 

Wer sucht, der findet, und dies ist nicht der einzig auffindbare finnisch- 
ugrisch-tungusische Name einer Fichtenart. IRENE N. SEBESTYEN erwähnt 15 
im Zusammenhang mit dem wogulischen Wort jiv ‘Baum, Holz’ und dem 
ostjakischen juz ‘Baum, Holz’, das tscheremissische Wort jakte, das die 
Bedeutung ‘hochstämmiger Baum, Kiefer, Fichte, Birke’ hat und für 
das sie auch samojedische Äquivalente angibt. Von unserem Standpunkte 
ist die Richtigkeit der von ihr vorgeschlagenen Etymologie von minderer 
Bedeutung. Wichtiger ist das folgende. Da SEBESTYÉNS Interessenkreis 
a priori uralisch ist, merkt sie nicht, dass dasselbe Wort auch im Tschu- 
wassischen, in der Form yazta ‘Fichte (Pinus sylvestris)’ vorkommt und 
mit derselben Bedeutung auch im ganzen tungusischen Sprachgebiet vor- 
handen ist, z.B. evenki, solon.nanaj. d'agda, mandschurisch jakdan. Trotz- 
dem glaube ich nicht, dass wir von einer tscheremissisch-mandschurischen 
Urheimat reden dürfen 16. 

Wie Hayne richtig bemerkt hat’, sollten Tiernamen zu den frühge- 
schichtlichen Forschungen nicht herangezogen werden. Ich bin mit ihm 
diesbezüglich einig und möchte in diesem Zusammenhang auf die Schwäche 
des sog. Rentier-Arguments hinweisen. Wie im Falle der Fichtennamen 
haben wir es auch hier mit einem in der nördlichen Zone Eurasiens allgemein 
verbreiteten Wort zu tun, und zwar gleichgültig, ob finn. poro mit lapp. 
boazo, tscher. puče, puzej, pez zusammenhängt oder nicht. Ich weiss nämlich 
nicht, mit welchem Recht wir die finnische Form poro von tungusisch 
oro, oron usw. “Rentier’, oder die anderen finnisch-ugrischen Formen von 
den tungusischen Wörtern von Typ bucan, bocan, usw. trennen dürften 18. 


13 N. SEBESTYEN 1943.413-414 

14 GM. Vasizevié : Evenkijsko-russkij slovar’. Moskva 1958 

15 op.cit. S. 418-419 

18 Es gibt auch noch andere tscheremissisch-tungusische Wortentsprechungen, z.B. das 
von PALLAS im 18.Jahrhundert notierte kunzä Schiff, das sicherlich tungusischen Ursprungs 
ist. Vgl. Bon 1961. 273 

1? HAJDÓ 1964:1.76 

18 Der von ERKKI ITKONEN und Auris J. JOKI herausgegebene 3.Bd. des SKES (1966) 
& Y. poro weist auf die letztere Möglichkeit hin. 
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Das einzige Gegenargument ware, dass in diesem Falle die historische 
Hypothese, auf welche die Sprachvergleichung gegriindet ist, zusammen- 
stiirzen wiirde. Ich glaube nicht, dass der Verlust gross wire. 

Ks hat mich immer erstaunt, dass diejenigen, die geneigt sind, in der 
sprachwissenschaftlichen Paläontologie einem schwer lokalisierbaren Baum 
oder einer schwer identifizierbaren Fischsorte grosse Bedeutung beizu- 
messen, die Metallnamen im allgemeinen nicht in Betracht ziehen, obwohl 
man diese viel leichter und zuverlässiger lokalisieren könnte. Aber eben: 
gerade die so erreichten Ergebnisse würden die a priori Hypothese erschüt- 
tern. Denn wenn finn. vaski, das ung. vas Eisen’ entspricht, die Bedeutung 
‘Kupfer’ hat, dann müssten wir vielleicht doch entscheiden, ob die finnischen 
und ungarischen (finnisch-ungarischen ?) Vorfahren auf Eisen-oder Kup- 
fergebieten zusammengelebt haben. Und was würden wir dann mit ugr. 
ólom, Bolam ‘Blei’ anfangen, das doch schwerlich von den griechischen 
Wörtern uóAflos ~ BoApos ‘Blei’ zu trennen ist? 

Ich habe hier versucht, mit ziemlich grellen Farben zu zeigen, dass zwei 
in der uralischen und finnisch-ugrischen Urgeschichtsforschung übliche 
Arbeitshypothesen strittig sind. In Bezug auf die Lehnwortforschung 
wollte ich zeigen, dass diese sehr schwer für historische Zwecke verwendbar 
ist; Beweiskraft hat sie nur für diejenigen, die schon im voraus überzeugt 
sind. Was die Pflanzengeographie anbelangt, sollte man m.E. nicht nur die 
uralischen, sondern auch die anderssprachigen, und ganz besonders die 
altaischen Formen in die Untersuchung miteinbeziehen. Mit ausschliesslich 
uralischen Sprachmaterial kann nur das bewiesen werden, was von vorn- 
herein für wahr gehalten wird. 
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The Present State of Uralic and Altaic 


Comparative Studies’ 


Denis Sinor* 


1, In trying to respond to the generous invitation of the Korean 
Academy of Sciences to read a paper on the subject of the present 
state of Uralic and Altaic comparative studies, I found myself faced 
with a difficult choice. I could have attempted a critical evaluation of 
the present state of the art. Such an overview would have involved 
lengthy bibliographical notes and would still have remained incomplete. 
My regrettable inability to read Korean and Japanese would have 
prevented me from presenting a fair and balanced picture of at least 
one, the Altaic, part of the question. Instead of bringing a positive 
contribution to the study of this important problem, I would have 
merely summarized what others have done, and in the process what 
I have just confessed to be a regrettable shortcoming of my scholarly 
abilities would have become evident. 


I therefore decided to approach my subject from a different angle 
and, instead of giving a lopsided picture of what others have thought 


* Professor and Chairman, Uralic and Altaic Studies, Indiana University. 


D The bibliographical abbreviations are listed among the references at the end of the 
article. Other abbreviations used; Bury. =Buryat, Cher. -Cheremis, CM=Common 
Mongol, CT Common Turkic, CTU — Common Tunguz, Evk. — Evenki, Fi. - Finnish, 
FU -Finno-Ugric, Hu. - Hungarian. Kalm.=Kalmuck, Ma. -: Manchu, Md. — Mordvin, 
MO «Mongolian, MOClass, Classical Mongolian, Ost.=Ostiak, PA- Proto Altaic, 
PFU.-Proto Finno-Ugric, PTU=Proto Tunguz, PTUR- Proto Turkic, PU=Proto 
Uralic, TU-=Tunguz, TUR -Turkic, UA- Ural-Altaic, Vg.-:Vogul, Vot.— Votyak, 
Zyr.=Zyryen. —For titles of periodicals the usual abbreviations have been used as 
listed e.g. in Sinor 1963a, XVI-XIX. 


about the Ural-Altaic problem, I opted for presenting my own personal 
view of it. The question of the interrelatedness of the Uralic and 
Altaic languages has been of interest to me for more than thirty years. 
As can be expected in the course of such a long period, my views 
have evolved, changed, and I would not underwrite many of the 
statements I made years ago. In this essay I simply wish to summarize 
the views I hold today, and in doing so I will refrain from controversy 
Or criticism, and will limit my bibliographical references to the indis- 
pensable minimum. Nor will lack of space allow me to present full 
evidence in support of my statements. When such evidence is available 
in print I will refer to it. Hence in the short bibliography appended 
to this article my own works will receive what some may consider 
too much space. 

Almost to the end of this essay, the term ‘‘Altaic’’ will be used 
as a convenient collective for Turkic, Mongol, and Tunguz, without 
prejudice to any future widening of the scope of Ural-Altaic compara- 


tive linguistics. 


2, The genetic relationship of the Uralic languages is generally ac- 
cepted. Divided into two principal branches — Samoyed and Finno-Ugric 
— they are said to continue a Proto Uralic Ursprache. The traditional 
subdivision of the Altaic group is three-fold, comprising Turkic, Mongol, 
and Tunguz, but serious attempts have been made to enlarge it with 
Korean and Japanese. To the best of my knowledge most works on 
Ural-Altaic comparative studies, with the exception of my own, have 
taken for granted a genetic relationship within both the Uralic and 
the Altaic group, and investigation was limited to finding out whether 
or not a common Ural-Altaic Ursprache can be postulated. If we 
conceive the relationship in the traditional ‘‘Stammbaum’’ pattern, 
only the common link between the two secondary branches was con- 


sidered to be problematical. 
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Within the Finno-Ugric group the exact place of each language 
can be established with reasonable certainty and the postulation of a 
FU Ursprache presents no major difficulties. It should be born in mind 
that even today the bulk of the peoples speaking a FU language 
constitute a linguistic continuum. In fact if we were to project the 
traditional genealogical tree representation of the FU languages on a 
map of the eastern parts of European Russia and of west Siberia we 
would find the linguistic relationship grosso modo corresponding to the 
geographic distribution of the languages. Hungarian constitutes the 
only striking exception, but it is known that the speakers of Proto 
Hungarian parted from the bulk of the Finno-Ugrians sometime in the 
first half of the first millenium A.D. 


Thus if we focus our attention on FU only, the picture is reasonable 
clear. If we try to widen our field of vision to encompass Samoyed, 
the details become blurred and only the outlines remain clearly defined. 


3. The Samoyed languages are clearly related to one another but, 
divided as they are into a great number of insufficiently known 
dialects, a convincing reconstruction of a primitive Samoyed Ursprache 
is far from being achieved. As a result, the reconstruction of a Uralic 
Ursprache, encompassing both the FU and the Samoyed branches, is 
not as far advanced as some of the experts lead us to believe. It is 
interesting to note that the Finnish school, reticent as it is towards 


Ural-Altaic comparisons, does not seem to mind the fragility of the 
Uralic link. 


4. The second postulate of a Ural-Altaic Ursprache, the genetic 
relationship of the Altaic languages, is highly controversial. It has not 
always been so. Since Castrén most scholars dealing with Turkic, 
Mongol, or Tunguz languages have tacitly accepted it, in spite of the 


fact that between 1895 — when a not very convincing case was made 
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for theory by J. Grunzel — and the 1950’s no attempt was made at a 
methodical systematization of all the available evidence. The genetic 
relationship of the Altaic lauguages — and, as I said before, I use this 
term as a convenient name for Turkic, Mongol, and Tunguz — was 
tacitly taken for granted by scholars as eminent as Paul Pelliot, Zoltan 
Gombocz, G.J. Ramstedt, Nicholas Poppe, and many others.2) It also 
served as a basis to my early attempts in Ural-Altaic comparative 
studies. If comprehensive surveys were non-existent, a fair number 
of monographs dealt with some selected Altaic (mainly Turco-Mongol) 


correspondences. 


In the 1950's appeared the fairly comprehensive but posthumously 
published works of Kotwicz and Ramstedt which represent more the 
collected notes of two great scholars deeply interested in the problem, 
than a comprehensive, methodical attempt to solve it. Both Kotwicz 
and Ramstedt were a priori convinced of the | genetic relationship of 
the Altaic languages. The same statement applies also to N.N. Poppe 
who, after decades of work involving one or more of the Altaic 
languages, in 1960 published his comparative phonolgy (Poppe 1960). 
Here, at last, was a methodical presentation by a first-rate scholar of 
the comparative phonology on which the Altaic theory may rest. I think 
it is safe to say that, for all its merits, Poppe’s work raised more 
problems than it solved. Already prior to its publication, Sir Gerard 
Clauson, Gerhard Doerfer, and A.M. Séerbak expressd serious doubts 
concerning the validity of the Altaic theory. In my own detailed 
review-article I reached the conclusion that ‘af a scholar of Poppe’s 
stature and knowledge fails to prove the theory of the genetic rela- 
tionship of the Altaic languages, there must be something very wrong 
with that theory’’. (Sinor 1963, 144) Since that time the debate con- 


tinues, although one has the impression that minds are made up and 


2) An annotated bibliography of these earlier studies can be found in Sinor 1963a, 178— 
188. 
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do not wish to be confused with facts. Most Soviet scholars, with 
O.P. Sunik in the lead,? continue to take for granted the genetic 
relationship of the Altaic languages and many others share this view. 
Perhaps I am the only scholar alive and interested in the subject who 
has a completely open mind on the subject and who tries neither to 
prove nor to disprove the Altaic theory. Over the years my views 
have evolved, perhaps even changed, but the very cautious wording of 
my Opinions were often transposed into more brutal statements. Thus 
Pentti Aalto (Kratylos 1965, 128) says that ‘Sinor (1963a, 178) 


3 


verwirft die altaische Verwandtschaftshypothese,’’ when in fact, at the 


page cited, I merely said that ‘‘la parenté généalogique des langues. 


a 


altaiques reste à prouver”. 


Although this paper deals primarily with the question of the Ural- 
Altaic relationship, these remarks had to be made to emphasize one 
of the principal points I intend to make, to wit that the problem has 
to be re-examined in its entirety without taking for granted any of 
the premises on which such comparative work usually rests. Research. 
in Ural-Altaic relationship should not be satisfied — as has been hitherto. 
the case — with the investigation of the relationship between two hypo- 
thetical proto languages — Uralic and Altaic — but should look deeper 
into the matter and not take for granted the greater part of what it 
had set out to prove. 

* x $ 

5. I should now like to address myself to the examination of the 

possible reasons that led Castrén and so many other scholars in his 


wake to postulate a Ural-Altaic family. 


The answer to this question is fairly simple. Ural-Altaic languages 
show a number of common features specific enough to set them apart 


2) See e.g. Sunik 1971. I wish to emphasize that I consider most of these works very 
valuable and that more often than rot I even agree with their conclusions. I am 
just unwilling to see in every correspondence the proof of genetic relationship. 
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from other linguistic families and to suggest a telationship between 
them. Many of these common characteristics are likely to catch the 
eye of even the untrained linguist and a brief enumeration of them 


may, at this point, be of some use. 


In the domain of phonetics a striking common feature is that of 
the harmony of vowels. In its simplest form this amounts to a 
teluctance to mix, within the same word, front- and back-vowels. The 
rule is fairly general and exceptions are mainly found within Finno- 
Ugric. The effect of this peculiarity is particularly evident in the use 
of suffixes, most of which have double forms. For example the 
Hungarian inessive has two forms, -ban, -ben (házban ‘‘in the house’, 
kertben ‘sin the garden’’), the same case appears in Finnish in the 
form of -ssa, -ssä (talossa ‘sin the house’’, veneessä **in the boat’’). 
Common-Turkic dative-locative appears as -da, -de, -ta, -te, the Mongol 
Classical dative-locative has dar, dër, -tur, -tür (e.g. CT. evde “in 
the house’’, kuyuda ‘in the well’, MOClass. gertär “in the house’, 
agadur ‘‘to the elder brother". In many cases the need for vowel 
harmony is so strong that the language creates the missing form of 
the palatal-velar double suffix. For example, at the end of the 12th 
century Hungarian had only one dative suffix, the palatal -nek, but 
about a hundred years later its velar counterpart -nak also appeared. 
Needless to say there are many exceptions. In present-day Hungarian 
the suffix -kor ‘sat the time” has only one form, certainly because 
it is still in use as an independent substantive meaning ‘‘epoch, age”. 
Thus one will say dtkor, hatkor, hétkor for, respectively ‘sat 5, 6, or 
7 o'clock" but ötször, hatszor, hétszer, for, respectively **5, 6, or 7 


times’’. 


Another phonetic feature of Ural-Altaic languages is a general 


repugnance for clusters of consonants, particularly in initial position. 


Turning our attention to the morphology of the Ural-Altaic lan- 
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guages we find that they belong to the so-called agglutinative type, 
i.e. that they express semantic changes ahd grammatical relationship 
by morphemes which, in the majority of cases, are suffixes. The roots 
to which the suffixes are added are, normally, meaningful. The 
nominal root is identical with the nominative singular. In the Altaic 
languages the verbal root has the meaning of the second person 
imperative, but in Uralic the verbal roots are often grammatical 
abstractions which, as in Indo-European, do not actually occur in 
speech. 


Suffixes are used not only to express grammatical relationship, the 
formation of words is also largely dependent on them. The so-called 
derivational suffixes are added to the root, which in its turn becomes 
a new root, sometimes referred to as a base. The derivational suffixes 
alter the meaning of the root to which they are appended, but the 
concept of which the base is the sign will remain related to the 
concept expressed by the root. Semantically unrelated words cannot 
derive from the same root although it should be remembered that the 
nature of semantic connections may vary according to the civilization 
of the speakers, and may not be immediately obvious to an outside 
observer. Derivational suffixes can be cumulated and can be followed 
by specifiers (e.g. the plural or the possessive suffixes) and by func- 
tional suffixes. Let us take an example from MOClass.: biči- ‘to 
write’ (literally: write!), bičig <‘book’’, bicigci **writer, scribe’’, 
plural of the same: bičigčid, plural genitive of the same: bičigčidäün. 

While derivational suffixes have a purely lexical function, the role 
of specifiers is less clear. They constitute a suffixal category not univer. 
sally recognized in Uralic or Altaic linguistics. Specifiers usually change 
the meaning of the word to which they are appended, yet they differ 
from derivational suffixes in that they may, but do not necessarily, 


affect the structure of the sentence. The most typical specifier is the 
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plural suffix, which changes the meaning of the word — by linking to 
the basic meaning of the root or the base that of plurality — yet, unlike 
a denominal derivational suffix, it may entail changes in the structure 
of the sentence. A clear instance of such a change is shown by a 
verbal predicate which will be affected by the specifier appended to 
its subject. E.g., Turkish dir adam gidiyor **one man is going’’, but 
adamlar gidiyorlar ‘smen are going", As can be seen from this example, 
specifiers are meaning-carriers in their own right and, although usage 
limits their employment, whenever used they will jcin their own 
meaning to that of the root. The Turkish suffix -/ar, -ler will indicate 


plurality whether it is attached to nominal or to verbal forms. 


Apart from general structural similarities, the morphology of the 
Ural-Altaic languages shows a certain number of more specific common 
features. Among these have been counted the possessive suffixes, the 
relative simplicity of the conjugations, the absence of a verb ‘‘to have”? 
and the similarity of the linguistic structures used to replace it, and 
the absence of grammatical gender. I will have to take up some of 


these points later in this paper. 


In the syntactical field, the relative frequency of nominal sentences 
and the general rule that the qualifying word or clause precedes the 
qualified word or clause may be considered typical for the Ural-Altaic 


languages. 


I have left to the end my temarks concerning the Ural-Altaic 
vocabulary. On the one side the Finno-Ugric vocabulary seems to 
corroborate the theory of the genetic relationship of these languages, 
and Samoyed-Finno-Ugric correspondences are also numerous enough 
to support the theory of a Proto Uralic language. On the other side, 
the vocabularies of the various Altaic languages show striking similari- 
ties. Ural-Altaic word correspondences, however, are not nearly as 


numerous as those that can be found within the Uralic or, to an even 
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greater degree, within the Altaic group. The relative scarcity of word 
correspondences covering the whole range of Ural-Altaic languages, 
compared with their frequency within the two subgroups helps to 
explain why the Uralic or the Altaic languages are considered cognate, 
whereas there is a marked resistance towards the Ural-Altaic theory. 
As Meller (1925, 34) had put it, ‘sce sont les concordances de voca- 


bulaire qui frappent d’abord quand on rapproche les langues entre elles.’’ 


In closing this short survey of the most striking similarities to be 
found between Uralic and Altaic languages I again wish to emphasize 
that in presenting it I had no other aim than to summarize the features 
which, in my view, led to the formulation of the Ural-Altaic hypothesis 
and to point out that the geographic distribution of word correspon- 
dences would, at first sight, seem to disprove its validity. It remains 


to be seen whether either of these theories holds true in the light of 
unprejudiced research. 


+ * x 


6. Earlier in this paper I remarked on the difficulties besetting 
the Altaic theory, difficulties that led many scholars to reject completely 
the possibility of the genetic relationship between Turkic, Mongol, and 
Tunguz. I should like to indicate now, however briefly, some of the 
arguments that can be cited against this theory. 


General congruences, such as those mentioned above (5) not only 
are insufficient to prove genetic, but almost any sort of relationship 
between two linguistic groups. Two or several languages of analogous 
pattern but using different components cannot be traced back to a 
common source, not is it certain that the structural similarities are 
due to contacts. The question which needs investigation is whether 
the actual linguitsic material that goes into these structures is the 
same. As I have pointed out elsewhere (Sinor, 1963b, 137), the ques- 
tion of the genetic relationship of Altaic languages stands or falls 
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with the historical identity of their morphemes. This statement can 
safely be extended to include the Uralic group, Korean, and Japanese 
as well. 

It has been argued that before attempting the comparative study 
of different language groups, the internal problems of the groups to be 
compared should first be clarified. Such an argument ignores the basic 
nature of comparative linguistics. Firstly, there has never been, and there 
never will be, a time when all internal problems will have found a 
definitive solution. The present state of Indo-European comparative 
studies illustrates this point well. Secondly, it should be borne in mind 
that, in W.S. Allen’s words (1953, 55), linguistic comparison ‘‘arises 
in the first place from an intuitive, impressionistic recognition ... that 
two or more languages exhibit certain mutual similarities, such that 
one could not reasonably attribute them to chance." At the basis of 
each comparison, there is a working hypothesis. To quote Allen again, 
the comparative method consists of compating forms ‘‘attested in two 
or more languages which, a priori, are supposed to be related with 
each other. He who employs such a method is therefore, as it were, 
guilty of the fallacy known as petitio principii, he takes for granted 
what he sets out to prove. But, such a state of mind is the basis of 
all discovery. The 16th century discoverers took for granted what 
they set out to prove, viz. that the world is a globe.’’ Applied to 
the Ural-Altaic problem this simply means that the results obtained 
will, to a great extent, be influenced by the hypothesis serving as a 


base for the investigation. 


7, Let us illustrate by a few concrete cases how this initial bias 
influences Uralic, Altaic, and Ural-Altaic research. 


Hu. 4526 **heifer", Vg. Gerti ‘‘reindeer calf’? have long been 
considered FU words, related perhaps to Fi. vasa, and Md. vaz and 
also to some Indo-European forms, such as Sanskrit va$a, Latin vacca, 
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etc. The Ugric (Hu. and Vg.) forms do not fit easily together with the 
other FU words cited, but the a priori assumption worked in favor 
of a FU relationionship and the words were listed as cognates. In fact 
the Ugric words are clearly connected with the Altaic word for ‘‘calf’’, 
well attested in Turkic (buza7, buzaTu, buzav, etc.) Mongol (biraru, 
bura'u, buru, etc.) and perhaps also in Tunguz (Evk. beru, bore). 

Another case in point is the Ugric word Hu. szó, Ost. sau, Vg. 
Saw **word'", generally considered of FU stock. Yet the word does 
not occur in any of the non-Ugric FU languages but it is well attested 
in Turkic, where it appears in the oldest documents in the form sab. 
Depending on the initial working hypothesis, sab and its cognates 
could be considered UA but I would reject such a hypothesis because 
the word is attested neither in Mongol nor in Tunguz and, a careful 
sifting of the data will show, it is not even widely used in Turkic. 
As it appears only in the Ugric branch of the FU languages, I see 
no reason why it should be projected into PFU. The only explanation 
warranted by the facts themselves is that sab and its cognates are 
Ugro-Turkic, which means that their relation transgresses the borderline 
set up a priori between Uralic and Altaic. 

Granted the obvious congruences, morphological as well as lexical, 
that exist between various Uralic and Altaic languages, it seems to me 
that at this stage of the relevant research much can be gained by not 
assuming the genetic relationship of either the Uralic or the Altaic 
languages but by proceeding on the postulation that we are faced with 
five (Finno-Ugric, Samoyed, Turkic, Mongol, Tunguz) or (if within 
FU we separate the Finnic and Ugric branches) possibly six stocks 
whose interrelatedness we must investigate. 


8. The results of an examination of the plural suffixes occurring in 
the above-mentioned six groups — further enlarged by distinguishing 
between southern and northern Tunguz — can be tabulated as follows: 
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It should be noted that some of the suffixes are simple, while 


Others are compound, created by the cumulation of the simple morph- 


emes. In two cases within the Tunguz group the component parts of 


what seems to bea compound suffix cannot be established (-dziga, 


-getu). The table gives but an imperfect picture of the many problems 


connected with the suffixes listed therein, but the unequal ard to 


some extent unpredictable distribution of the morphemes throws an 


interesting light on the complexities of the relationship of the different 


languages. I have dealt with these suffixes quite extensively in Sinor 
1952, and although I could improve my presentation on a few points, 
today I still view the basic pattern that emerges in the same manner. 


"Concerning the simple suffixes it could be summarized as follows: 
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a) The -n plural is used extensively in Uralic and Tunguz in 
connection with the personal endings, e.g., to indicate the plur- 
ality of the possessor. The morpheme appears also in Middle 
Mongol. As this language has no possessive system similar to 
that of Uralic and Tunguz languages, the suffix has been used 
for different though still rather limited purposes. It is attested 
also in Turkic but only in a very few instances; clearly it never 
played an important role in that language. It is probably accurate 
to state that -7 is a Uralic-Tunguz plural borrowed also by 
Mongol and Turkic. 


b) The -é plural is typically Uralic where it appears in a great 
number of languages and is the principal morpheme of the 
plural. It is also well established and active in the Mongol 
languages. The scope of its employment in Tunguz is limited 
to pronouns and to personal suffixes. The suffix was never active 
in Turkic, where it appears only incidentally, in a few set 


expressions. 


c) The -i plural suffix can be found only in Uralic, most of the 


time to mark the plurality of possessions. 


d) The -/ plural is the standard plural suffix in Northern Tunguz 
whence’ it penetrated into Middle Mongol and into some Mongol 
dialects spoken in China. Ostiak-Samoyed has it in the form 
-Ja, as its regular plural suffix, and the morpheme may be 
traced also in Cheremis which shows many not yet clarified traces 
of Tunguz influence. Its combination with the -r plural became 
the standard plural of Common Turkic (-/ar, -ler), while in 
some southern Tunguz languages the constituting elements of 


the morpheme are inverted, thus: -ri/. 


€) -r is a widely used plural in both the northern and the southern 
Tunguz dialects and is, perhaps, represented in Yurak-Samoyed 
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and in Cheremis by an -r denominal collective suffix. Its relation 
with the Turkic -z plural is a possibility. 


f) There are phonological problems involved in the study of the 
-z and -s plural suffixes. Common Turkic uses -z to mark the 
plurality of the possessors and -z also appears in the plural forms 
of some personal pronouns. Classical Mongol and several dialects 
have an active plural in -s, Southern Tunguz shows -sa, -se, -5i, 
etc., forms. It is possible to equate CT -z~Mo -s although in 
many cases the correspondence is CT -z~Mo -r. The second of 
the two sets represents an older stage of Turco-Mongol relations. 
CT -z~CTU -r correspondences are quite regular. It thus may 
be possible to link the -r, -z, and -s plurals in one of the 


following ways: 


PA *r>CTU -r>CT -z>MO -s or 
CTU - CTU - 
PA rd d or PA #2/ | 
NCT -z>MO -s NCT -z>MO -s 
The existence of compound suffixes is no cause for surprise, it is 
a basic feature of both Uralic and Altaic morphology. Eor example 
in MOClass the living plural suffixes -s, -d, -nar, -ud can be further 
joined in combination such as -s+ad, -d+ud, -nar+ud. 


9. The combination and multiplication of local suffixes is a par- 
ticularly interesting feature of Uralic and Altaic languages. The matter 
is far too complex to be treated here in its entirety, but some 
examples may be given to illustrate the pattern. 

Local suffixes are essentially adverbial, i.e., added to a substantive 
they form adverbs which qualify a verb by indicating the place in 
which, by which, towards which, from which, etc., the action denoted 
by the verb takes place. The number of such suffixes vary widely 
according to languages and no definite pattern can be established in 
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their distribution. Yet it is obvious that there exist a number of 
primary local suffixes common to Uralic and Altaic. 


Among these should be mentioned a PFU *-tV ablative-locative, 
the reflexes of which appear in many FU languages in a variety of 
functions, e.g., in the Fi. Ze, -tä partitive or in the Ugric locative 
-t, operative in Vogul (e.g. ko]; ‘tin the house’’) and are present in 
scores of adverbial endings in Ostiak and Hungarian. The PFU suffix 
may and should be equated with a PA *-t~*-d ablative-locative, 
reflected in CT and Mo -ta, -te, -da, -de and in the Tunguz dative 
-tu, -du. This relatively simple equation becomes considetably more 
complex if it is extended to include a number of morphemes that 
cannot be accounted for on the basis of the PFU and PA forms just 
posited. 


If we think in terms of proto languages, the FTU form to be 
postulated is Sr, *-dy. Yet Manchu has a dative in de, which is 
probably a loan from Mongol, while the Ugric locative ending in -t 
might well have been borrowed by PTU (*-r) which later developed 
into suffixes such as the Oroch and Ulcha illative-allative -#i, Manchu 
ablative -ci, Evenki instrumental -#i, etc. 


In the case of the ablative-locative *-t~*-d, the postulation of a 
proto Ural-Altaic form could be justified. This is not necessarily the 
case with other local suffixes which occur in a number of Uralic and 


Altaic languages. 


A number of FU languages show a lative in -5, present mainly in 
adverbs such as Fi. alas **downward", ylös ‘upward’. The exact 
nature of the relationship existing between varicus FU forms (e.g., 
Md. -s, Cher. -s) is not quite clear, and the reconstruction of a PFU 
*.57-*-.z lative, once generally admitted, is no longer so. The -s 
element occurs in combination with another lative for which a PFU 
*.k can be postulated. Finnish has a translative -ksi which survives in 
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forms such as twonnemaksi ‘further away (with movement)’, (cf. tuonne 


‘there””). 


CTU has four fossilized latives -5, -si, -ki (-xi), and -ski. Examples 
of their use: Ma. amasi ‘‘backward’’, tulesi **outward'', Evk. amaski, 
d'ulaski, Ev. amaski, Julsski, Evk. soloki **downstteam"', Ude amaixi 
‘backwards’, etc. Just as in FU, the meaning of all these forms 


always implies a movement. 


MO has the exact equivalent of the TU forms, e.g., MO Class. 
eyisi ‘in this direction’’, Zeyisi ‘sin that direction’’. degegsi ““upwards’', 
dotoYsi ‘inwards’, MOMod. Lit. dees ““upwards’’, gadagi ““outwards’’, 
etc. (cf. Sinor 1961). 


The identity of the TU and MO morphemes is beyond doubt, 
The difficulties encountered in harmonizing the various FU occurrences 
and deriving them from a common PFU form may be due to the fact 
that such a form never existed, and that the suffixes which for many 
years had been considered reflexes of a PFU lative in *-s are, in fact, 
loans from either a TU language, or from PTU, or from a proto 
language in which TU and MO were united. Although Turkic has 
some faint traces of an allative in -s, these can best be explained by 
Mongol influence. The fact that whithin FU the clearest occurrences 
appear in Finnish and Lapp would suggest that originally the morpheme 
was one of boreal origin. 


In the comparison of linguistic facts culled from Uralic or Altaic 
languages or from within one of these groups, the areal distribution 
of the data to be compared must be closely scrutinized. To illustrate 
the point I should like to cite another local suffix, -/. 


In the Ugric languages appears a fossilized ablative in -/, preserved 
in adverbial ending, such as Vg. yalal “from underneath", Ost. kol 


**whence'", Hu. mellöl “from besides", etc. For many decades this 
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morpheme was considered a reflex of the above-mentioned PFU ablative- 
locative *-~*-d. More recently the opinions have shifted and a Proto- 
Ugric *-/ morpheme is postulated (Hajdü 1966, 122). In this case the 
field of enquiry should be extended to include Tunguz in which an 
-IV local suffix is well attested. It appears in the Jo locative, func- 
tional in all northern Tunguz languages, and also in the -/i prolative 
of Evenki, Even, Solon, Negidal, Oroch, and Ude. It also occurs in 
petrified forms, such as Ma. dolo ‘‘inside’’, vala ‘‘underneath’’, etc. 
The same morpheme is one of the constituting elements of a great 
variety of compound local suffixes such as the CTU locative -dula, 
an exact etymological correspondent of the Hu. ablative Hi 


10. The complex nature of Ural-Altaic morphological comparisons 
can further be illustrated by the distribution of the morphemes forming 


ordinal numerals. (cf. Sinor 1959) These can be tabulated as follows: 


Turkic Uralic Tunguz Mongol 
1. -nti, -nCi -nt — — 
2. -méi (<*-mti) -mt -pti — 
3. -ti MES ti, -Či -tu, -ta 


(-ntu, -nta?) 
d — -gi(t) -gi — 

On lines 1 and 2, the agreement between Turkic and Uralic forms 
is complete, but the connection with TU -pżi is hypothetic. The forms 
listed in line 3 seem to stem in an archaic stratum. The Turkic form, 
far from common, can be traced in Bulgar-Turkic (e.g. behti «**5th""). 
The Tunguz suffix is attested in Manchu -ci (<*łi), and e.g. in Ude 
-ti. The Mongol ordinal suffix ma appears in Middle Mongol (e.g. 
harbantu ‘‘10th’’). The existence of the -m/4-type forms is question- 
able. Mongol cardinal numbers with the exception of qoyar rä" all 
end in -z, so it is quite possible that the initial #- of the Mongol 
ordinal suffix amalgamated with the final a of the numeral, e.g., 
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“harban-+ntu>harbantu. If so, the Mongol forms should be placed in 
line 1. Another possibility is that the morphemes listed in lines 1 and 
2 are compounds in which the second element is the -#V listed in 


line 3. 


The correspondence listed in line 4 is of a very limited scope. 
The Tunguz forms tend to be used jointly with the -p/i suffix, the 
-git suffix is not common in Uralic and occurs, as far as I can see, 


only in Kamass Samoyed. 


11. It cannot be my aim to present in this short paper a compre- 
hensive study of the morphological features common to Uralic and 
Altaic languages. The few examples cited might, however, be sufficient 
to show that while morphological correspondences can be found in 
fairly large numbers, the isoglosses do not necessarily follow the 
preestablished boundary between Uralic and Altaic. 


A particularly striking example is provided by the so-called personal 
endings used both in the conjugation and in the possessive suffixes. 
All the Uralic, Turkic, and northern Tunguz languages make ample 
use of personal endings which, however, are absent in Middle and 
Classical Mongol and in Manchu. In many instances the morphemes 
used in the conjugation and in the possessive suffixation are identical. 


For example in Turkish: 


gel- “to come" ev ‘house’? 

past Tense Possessive endings 
1. gel-d-im ev-im 
2. gel-d-in ev-in 
3. gel-d-i ev-i 
1. gel-d-ik ev-imiz 
2. gel-d-iniz ev-iniz 
3. gel-d-iler ev-ler-i 
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The discrepancies are minor and, in some cases, are due to an 
inversion of the morphemes used. Thus in the 3rd person plural, the 
plural suffix (-/er) follows the person marker in the verbal paradigm 
but precedes it in the possessive form. 


It has been argued that the personal endings, whether used to 
mark the person on a verbal form or to indicate the possessor in a 
possessive relationship, are of pronominal origin. The theory has much 
to commend itself and seems to find support in the fact that in 
comparatively recent times, several Mongol languages have developed 
both a conjugation using personal affixes and the system of possessive 
suffixation. The fact, however, remains that, using conventional 
methods of comparative linguistics, the possessive suffixes can be 
posited for Proto Uralic, Proto Turkic, and Proto, Northern Tunguz 
but cannot be projected into Proto Mongol and Proto Southern Tunguz. 
The fact is all the more puzzling because, in the langauges in which 
it is attested, the system of possessive suffixes shows striking simi- 


larities not only in its structure but also in the morpheme inventory 
used. 


If we were to divide the Ural-Altaic languages on the basis of 
their conjugation and possessive affixations we could distinguish two 
major groups: A) Finno-Ugric, Samoyed, Northern Tunguz, Turkic, 
B) Mongol, Southern Tunguz. 

Many of the isoglosses shared by two or more of the five principal 
language groups within Ural-Altaic can only be explained through 
borrowings, within one language and the multiplicity of morphemes 
accounted for by linguistic fusion.. The plethora of plural suffixes to 
be found, for instance, in Classical Mongol is, in my view, the result 


of the superimposition of several language layers. 


12. If morphological correspondences found between various Uralic 
and Altaic languages are capable of several interpretations, the picture 
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that emerges from comparisons made in the vocabulary is even more 
puzzling. In some instances the sound correspondences established on 
the basis of word comparisons show a very intricate pattern as, for 
example, in the Altaic and Ural-Altaic correspondences of initial ż- 
and y-. The correspondences for the initial dental stop can be tabulated 


as follows: 


CI CM CTU 
t- t- t- 

t- d- d- 

t- d- t-~d- 
t- t- t-~d- 
t- t- d- 

= t- d- 

t- Si d- 


These sets show, to my mind convincingly, that contacts between. 
CT, CM, and CTU are reflected in layers of sound correspondences, 
difficult to arrange in chronological order. It is possible that the 
earliest stratum must be set into Proto Altaic, but, on the strength 
of the available evidence, the possibility of convergent development 


cannot be discarded either. 


The correspondences of CT initial y- show an even more involved 


pattern into which some FU data can be woven: 


GI Chuvash CM CTU PFU 
l. y- $- y- y- d 
2. y- $- d- d- d 
3. y $- j: das À 
4. y- $- j- n- #5. 
5. y- ei n- n- ty- 
6. y- $- n- d'-—j- *n- 
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There is supporting evidence — largely uncontested — for the Altaic 
data of each of these sets of correspondences. To illustrate the im- 
portance of Finno-Ugric forms in the interpretation of Altaic evidence, 
I shall give one example for set 4. The Altaic correspondences can be 
shown on the example of an Altaic verb **to write’’, attested in the 
following forms: CT. yaz-, Chuvash Sir-, CM. jiru-, CTU. niru-. On 
the basis of these forms the following three schemes may be suggested 
one of which should, in theory, represent the correct picture of the 
development of the initials from PA. These forms can be explained 
in one of the following ways: 


PA *y- PA *y- 
| 


es Va [o | 
PT ^» CMj- CTUs PT *y CTU 2. 
1 | 








pore pe ae | 
CT y- Chu. $- CT y- Chu. $- CM ;- 
PA *n- 
| 
Be mme | 
PT *. CTU nz- 


————Á— a o aal mom 


} | | 
CT y- Chu. § CM j- 


The picture, however, changes completely if the FU data are con- 
sidered. These show an initial sibilant as represented, e.g., by Vg. 
Surti- “to whet, to furrow”, Ost. Śar- “stroke, line’’, Surd- “to: 
furrow, to draw lines", Vot. Sur as in göri-Sur ‘furrow’’ (where 
göri stands for **plough"), Md. Sorma <‘letter’’, etc. If the equation 
between the Finno-Ugric and the Chuvash forms is accepted — and I do 
not see how it could be rejected, as the former allow the positing 
of a PFU *SVr virtually indentical with the Chuvash word — the three: 
Altaic schemes just presented have to be turned upside down. The 
Chuvash $- which in the schemes given above appears as a late develop- 
ment, is suddenly projected into Proto Altaic if not Proto Ural- 
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Altaic. This is not the place to pursue this theory, but the example 
cited may suffice to show the necessity to consider FU data when 
working in Altaic linguistics. 

* x * 

13. A general survey of the Altaic and Ural-Altaic vocabulary 
ptoduces relatively few correspondences among words that may be 
considered basic, such as the numerals, the parts of the body, etc. 
When the investigation is extended to include the Uralic languages 
as well, the number of cognates diminishes even further. Yet, among 
the correspondences to be found there are a few which, undoubtedly, 


belong: to the earliest strata of the languages in which they are attested. 


In Sinor 1973 I studied such an equation, established between PU, 
PTU, and PMO, which I repeat here in a summary fashion: 


*urine'' PU *kVnde/RVée~PTU *kVjV 

‘star’? PU *kuméV/kuféV~PTU *bucV/*kotV. (<*kut V/*kotV) 
~PMO *kotV/*kodV 

‘nail’? PFU *kVnéV/*kRVEV~PTU *kVEV (<*kViV)—~PMO 
*RVtV/*RVdV (>Samoyed *kVtV/*kVdV) 


It will be noted that this associative group of etymological doub- 
lets is not represented in Turkic and I would, therefore, be reluctant 


to postulate a Proto Altaic or Proto Ural-Altaic origin. 


Generally speaking the pattern of word correspondences between 
the five principal groups of Ural-Altaic is inconsistent and difficult to 
interpret. 

A good case in point is the Altaic appellations of the horse. In 
spite of its great importance for the economy of Turks and Mongols 
in historical times, the horse has no common name in Altaic. The 
standard CT word, at, has no cognates in Mongol and Tunguz, and 
the morin-type forms, commonly used for the horse in the latter 
languages, show links with Korean and perhaps Chinese. In Old and 
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Middle Turkic appears the word mat — not a CT word — which has 
very clear connections with Samoyed yuna, yunta, t'und, etc. and 
which presuppose an original *yanta. Since the Samoyed forms have 
no cognates in other Uralic languages and Turkic rant is also isolated, 
one would have to see in this word the relic of a linguistic substratum 
which I would hesitate to call either Uralic or Altaic. 

Another term for the horse which could be derived from a sub- 
stratum is attested in Turkic, Mongol, and the Ugric languages. The 
latter have a common name for horse — Vg. luv, 16, Ost. lau, tau, 
Hu. ló reflexes of a Proto-Ugric */aT. I have equated this form with 
Turco-Mongol #laT(z) which in most languages has the meaning of 
«relay horse". The initial vowel of the Altaic forms is due to the 
absence of an initial /- in either Turkic or Mongol. The equation 
may serve as a further illustration of the services Uralic can render 
in clarifying Altaic etymologies and vice versa. 

* * x 

15. For many years I have been advocating — and some times 
practising (e.g. Sinor 1962)— the systematic, comprehensive investi- 
gation of words belonging to the same semantic category. More recently 
Soviet scholars have followed this technique and applied it with great 
skill, as for example in the very valuable book on the comparative 
lexicology of the Altaic languages edited by V.I. Cincius(1972). While 
these studies confirm the a priori assumption that there are many valid 
correspondences to be found among the Altaic languages, they also 
raise some puzzling questions. Thus for instance L.V. Dmitrieva’s 
thorough study of Altaic tree names (in Cincius 1972, pp- 151-223) 
failed to trace one single tree name common to Turkic, Mongol, and 
Tunguz. The fact is rather surprising and does not tally very well 
with the theory of one Proto-Altaic Ursprache. Even more disturbing 
is the fact—not noticed by Dmitrieva as she limited her enquiry to 
Altaic languages—that such common tree names as those referring to 
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various kinds of conifers are identical in Tunguz and Finno-Ugric. 
The CTU name of the pine, jagda, PTU *jVg-"jVk is obviously 
linked with Vg. yiv, Ost. yux, Cher. yakte for which a Uralic *yV£ 
can be postulated. The Cheremis word may be a loan from Tunguz, 
but the Ugric forms show the otiginal root without suffixes. The fact 
that the word is attested also in Chuvash (yaxta) is a further link in 
the isogloss. 


The name of the spruce, common to many Uralic languages (e.g. 
Vg. kawt, Ost. kol, Zyr. koz, Md. kuz, Fi. kuusi, etc.) corresponds 
with Tunguz forms (e.g. Evk. asikta, Orok xasikta) which reflect a 
PTU *kasi. The word is attested also in CM, e.g., MoClass. qasi, but 
does not belong to the CT vocabulary. 


The number of similar examples could be multiplied and they are 
of great importance in the revision of the traditionalist view of the 


Ural-Altaic linguistic relationship. 


When not presented as the model of a family tree, the five stocks 
which constitute the Ural-Altaic group are usually thought of, as it were, 
in a linear way: Samoyed — Finno-Ugric//Turkic — Mongol — Tunguz. 
It is more or less understood or imagined that the number of lexical 
or morphological correspondences is in an inverse ratio with the dis- 
tance separating the various stocks in this linear representation. If we 
project on a map the present geographical locations of the five Uralic 


and Altaic stocks we notice that they fall into a roughly circular 
pattern: 


Samoyed Tunguz 
Finno-Ugric Mongol 
Turkic 


Most lexical correspondences so far established follow what may 


be called the southern route: Samoyed ZFUZTURZMOZTU. Yet 
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there is also a northern route: FU Samoyed ZTUZMOZTUR, the 
existence of which is corroborated by many Uralo-Tunguz correspon- 
dences. In fact, Northern Tunguz and Uralic are in many respects 
closer together than Tunguz and Mongol. Mongol and Southern 
Tunguz show morphological similarities which are shared neither by 
Northern Tunguz nor by Turkic. The morphology of Turkic is more 
closely related to Finno-Ugric than to Mongol. It is clear that the 
relationship of these groups with one another is much more involved 
than has hitherto been suspected. I am convinced that increased reliance 
on areal linguistics, while not a panacea, holds the key to many of 
our problems. And if this approach is chosen, the first obvious ques- 
tion to be answered is whether the circle within which the Ural-Altaic 
languages are placed should not be extended further to include the 
languages which, traditionally, do not count for Uralic or Altaic. 
$ * * 

16. I have tried to make the point that the terms Uralic and Altaic 
are fairly arbitrary and that, whenever the occasion presents itself, 
linguistic facts pertaining to one of these groups should be examined 
also in relation to data taken from the other. The relationship— 
genetic or other— within the Uralic and Altaic groups was discovered 
by the comparison of forms taken from languages which, to begin 
with, were thought of as being related. I am quite certain that if, 
from all the Ural-Altaic languages only the Northern Tunguz and Ob- 
Ugric languages were known, no one would deny their genetic rela- 
tionship. It is thus a legitimate endeavor to attempt to relate Uralic 
ot Altaic data to others, culled from languages which, because of 
what we know ef the history or the prehistory of the peoples that 
speak them, might have had contact with either of these groups. 

Languages cannot exist without peoples who speak them and, as 
I have pointed out elsewhere (Sinor 1969), attempts at linguistic 
‚compatisons are often motivated by some historical hypothesis. If not 
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carried out with undue rigidity such an approach may in fact prove 
fruitful and may serve as a guide to methodical linguistic enquiry. 


The term Paleo-Siberian is used for a number of languages, un- 
related to each other, which do not manifestly belong to any of the 
well-known language families and which are spoken by small groups. 
in whom we can reasonably see remnants of the early inhabitants of 
Siberia. Serious attempts have been made (e.g. more recently Collinder 
1965) to link Uralic with Yukaghir. If the protagonists of the genetic 
relationship of the two are to be believed, Yukaghir might be con- 
sidered ‚a third branch—-besides Finno-Ugric and Samoyed—of a lin- 
guistic family which could best be called Uralo-Yukaghir. Others link 
Uralic with Eskimo or Chukchi. It would be rather surprising if some 
contacts could not be traced between the languages of northern Eurasia, 
but the evidence so far mustered is much more scanty than that which. 
can be produced to connect Uralic or Finno-Ugric with Altaic. 


No such congruences can be presupposed between languages as 
geographically distant from one another as Uralic or Altaic and Dravi- 
dian which, nevertheless, has been linked with both. 


The evidence assembled in favor of the relationship of Uralic with 
either Yukaghir or Dravidian is dwarfed by the impressive body of 
correspondences between Uralic and Indo-European.# The principal 
difficulty in correctly assessing this material lies in deciding whether 
the concordances should be interpreted as proof of a genetic relation- 
ship or should be viewed as borrowings. The Indo-European connec- 
tions of Uralic, at least in the lexical field, are undeniable but the 
sets of correspondences reveal a lopsidedness in the contacts between 
the two groups. There are many Indo-European loan words in Uralic but 
no borrowings seem to have been made from Uralic by Indo-European. 





4) Joki 1973 constitutes a major contribution to the subject. A detailed survey of 
` previous research is followed 222-etymologies. Joki, however, does not deal with 
comparative morphology. 
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In examining all these comparisons, some of them fairly convincing, 
some others less so, the question naturally arises whether they are 
mutually compatible. The theories of the genetic relationship of Uralic 
with Altaic, Indo-European, Yukaghir, and Dravidian—to mention but 
a few of those that had been proposed—are either mutually exclusive 
or must imply the interrelatedness of all the language groups just 
mentioned. Many years ago (Sinor 1944) I took what seemed to me 
the logical step and attempted to establish sets of lexical correspon- 
dences between Uralic, Altaic, and Indo-European. Although my views 
have evolved on many points, some of the etymologies then proposed 
still seem valid to me. A further step in the same direction was taken 
by the proponents of the nostratic theory (most recently Illic.Svityé 
1971) who group into one family the Indo-European, Hamito-Semitic, 
Uralic, Altaic, Chukchi, and Kartvelian languages. The inherent weak- 
ness of linguistic comparisons undertaken on such a large scale lies 
in the necessity of operating exclusively with reconstructed forms. To 
be sure, the comparative method requires that the forms to be com- 
pared should represent the earliest stage in the development of the 
languages with which we operate. But, all the same, such posited 
forms are hypothetical, and if two, three, or more of them are com- 
pared, the result, based on multiple hypothesis, may indeed be very 
fragile. What I am trying to suggest is that since the number of 
stems that can be formed with a very limited number of consonants 
is small and the semantic criteria allow much leeway, comparisons 
are easy to make. 


This short and incomplete enumeration of the principal attempts 
made to equate Uralic with other language groups may, at least, 
indicate the variety of approaches.5) Theories that would advocate the 


enlarging of the Altaic family are less numerous and, perhaps, better 
founded. 


-= — — mms 


| 3) Several useful surveys can be found in UAJ. 41,1969. : 
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Mention has already been made of comparisons with Dravidian. 
Although fraught with difficulties, the postulation of a larger Altaic 
family, to include Korean and Japanese is, at least, a promising 
working hypothesis. The problem lies not only in the internal diffi- 
culties of Korean and Japanese historical linguistics but also in the 
somewhat rigid view of the homogeneity of Proto-Altaic taken by 
some of the advocates of these theories. It should be borne in mind 
that the hypothetical PA forms are posited on the basis of real linguis- 
tic facts, and while the latter cannot be changed, the former may 
have to be adjusted to conform to new insights gained precisely by 
comparison with data taken from other languages. Here, as elsewhere, 
dogmatism is unproductive. The little star by which we mark the 
reconstructed forms should serve as a vivid reminder that these are 
but the symbols of a chain of hypotheses. No comparison with an 
outside language should be rejected or accepted on the basis of a 
comparison made with a PA form without, at the same time, verifying 
the .basis on which the latter rests. Altaic linguistics—and here again 
I mean simply the comparison of Turkic, Mongol, and Tunguz—are 
Still in their infancy. Nothing can be taken for granted, not even the 


existence of the genetic relationship of its constituent groups. 


If the relationship of the Ural-Altaic languages is envisaged on 
the pattern indicated above (15), Korean and Japanese may well find 


their places in an enlarged circle: 


Samoyed Tunguz 
Korean 
Finno-Ugric Japanese 
Mongol 
Turkic 
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I very much doubt the existence of an Ursprache from which all 
these languages, as known to us descended. Yet I think that the pos- 
tulation of Proto Altaic forms is perfectly justified in cases where a 
form common to Turkic, Mongol, and Tunguz (or perhaps also Korean 
and Japanese) can be posited. But the existence of such forms does 
not necessarily prove the existence of the proto language, unless they 
appear in great numbers in both the morphological and lexical domain. 
As of now, I would like to keep an open mind and study the iso- 
glosses that run through Eurasia, from Indo-European to Japanese. 
Whether the linguistic areal units established by this system are gene- 
tically related with one another is a question of great interest to 
which I, for one, cannot at present find an answer in the material 


known to me. 
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THE NATURE OF POSSESSIVE SUFFIXES 
IN URALIC AND ALTAIC 


DENIS SINOR 


Uralic (Finno-Ugric and Samoyede) and Altaic (Turkic, Mongol, and 
Tunguz) languages are of the agglutinative type. Normally a word can 
consist of an invariable and meaningful root followed by one or several 
suffixes. The latter fall into three categories: (a) derivational suffixes, 
(b) functional suffixes, (c) specifiers. 

(a) DERIVATIONAL SUFFIXES have a purely lexical function. Added to 
the root they will change its meaning, ie. from one word they form 
another. The new word, which we may call a base, will retain a semantic 
relationship with the root from which it is formed. Derivational suffixes 
can be denominal, e.g. Moi bicig ‘book’ > bičigči ‘scribe’; Hu. könyv 
‘book’ > könyvel ‘to keep books (accounts)’, or deverbal, e.g. Mo. 
ükü- ‘to die’ > ükül ‘death’; üje- ‘to see’ > üjeldü- ‘to see each other’; 
Hu. lát- ‘to see’ > látás ‘sight’; ir- ‘to write’ > irkál- ‘to scribble’. 

(b) FUNCTIONAL SUFFIXES indicate that the word to which they are 
appended has a syntactical relationship with another word of the same, 
or even of another, sentence. This relationship is purely grammatical, 
and the objective, semantic content of the word is not altered by the 
functional suffix. Typical of this category is the suffix indicating the direct 
object of a transitive verb included in the same sentence, e.g. Hu. kenyer- 
et eszik ‘he eats bread (kenyér "bread" + -t accusative), or Tur. Ankara-yı 
gördüm ‘I saw Ankara’ (-yı accusative). 

(c) SPECIFIERS constitute a suffixal category not universally recognized 
in Uralic or Altaic linguistics. Hungarian grammarians are aware of 
the existence of such a category although there is no general agreement 
on which suffixes form part of it. I caunot attempt here a methodical 
survey of the relevant problems which, as a matter of fact, differ slightly 
from language to language. Yet, I hope to delineate the principal charac- 
teristics of this category. 

While specifiers usually change the meaning of the word to which they 
are appended, they differ from derivational suffixes in that they may, 
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although not necessarily, affect the structure of the sentence. The plural 
suffix is a typical specifier. It changes the meaning of the word — by 
linking to the basic meaning of the root or the base that of plurality — yet, 
unlike a derivational suffix, the plural suffix will entail changes other than 
those limited to the root or base. If a derivational suffix which does not 
alter the word-category (e.g. from substantive to verb) is added to a given 
word in a sentence, it does not entail changes in the structure of the 
sentence. In a simple Hungarian sentence such as a fiú fut ‘the boy runs’, 
the subject fiz can be replaced by a diminutive derivative fiu-cska ‘little 
boy’ without having any effect on the predicate: a fiúcska fut ‘the little 
boy is running’. The same is true if a deverbal derivational suffix is 
added to the verb: a fiú (or fiúcska) fut-kos ‘the boy (or little boy) is 
running to and fro’. However, the adjunction of the plural -k to the 
subject will entail a change in the predicate: a fiú-k fut-nak ‘the boys 
are running’ or a fiúcskák futkosnak ‘the little boys are running to 
and fro’. 

The foregoing remarks, deliberately simplistic, may serve as a back- 
ground against which the study of the Px. can conveniently be set. 

As shown by their name, the Px. indicate a relationship similar to that 
existing between a possessor and his possession, although neither of these 
terms should be taken literally. Thus syntagmas using Px. are very 
similar to genitive constructions with the difference that while the genitive 
suffix indicates the word-possessor, the Px. are appended to the posses- 
sion-word. In the English construction the father’s house, the -s of the 
genitive indicates the possessive relation. In its Hungarian equivalent, 
az apa ház-a, both the noun-possessor and the noun-possession remain 
in the nominative, but a Px. -a is added to the latter. 

The complete series of Px. runs as follows in four selected languages :* 


Hungarian Finnish Turkish Even 
Sing. 1. ház-am talo-ni ev-im dzu-w 
2. haz-ad talo-si ev-in dzu-s 
3. ház-a talo-nsa ev-i dzu-n 
Plur. 1. haz-unk talo-mme ev-imiz Excl.dzu-wun® 
Incl.dzu-t 
2. ház-atok talo-nne ev-iniz dzu-san 
3. ház-uk talo-nsa ev-leri dzu-tan 


> 


Hu. bës, Fi. talo, Tur. ev, Even dzu: ‘house’. 
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The construction of the possessive forms is identical in the four lan- 
guages, the suffixes indicate the person of the possessor: Ist, 2nd and 
3rd, singular and plural. In all these forms the possession-noun is in the 
singular. A plural sign, which may or may not be identical with the 
plural sign commonly used, serves to indicate the plurality of the posses- 
sion. In Hungarian, where the commonly used plural suffix is -k, the 
plurality of the possession is indicated by -i, e.g. hdz-a-i-m ‘my houses’. 
This -i plural sign is otherwise unknown in Hungarian but it is well 
attested in a number of Finno-Ugric languages, e.g. in Finnish, where it 
forms the plural of the oblique cases, e.g. talo-ssa ‘in the house’, talo-i-ssa 
‘in the houses’. In the Tunguz Ude language (Snejder 1936) the ordinary 
plural suffix is -dziga, -dziga, -dzigo, but in oblique cases the plurality 
of the possession is indicated by the suffix -na, -na, -no, otherwise not 
used in Ude but well known in other Ural-Altaic languages.* Besides 
the singular and the plural, some languages, such as Vogul, also have a 
dual. A suffix -y is used to mark the duality of the possession. To in- 
dicate the plurality of the possession, Vogul uses the suffix -7, although 
the plural suffix used in other situations is -t, Thus from kol ‘house’ 
can be derived kol-um ‘my house’, kol-ay-um ‘my two houses’, Kol-an-um 
‘my houses’ (Lakó 1955:38-45). In Turkish there is no particular sign 
to indicate the plurality of the possession, the ordinary plural suffix -/ar, 
-ler serves this purpose. This may lead to confusion as e.g. evleri may 
stand for ‘his houses’ as well as for ‘their house’. 

The combination of possessive and plural suffixes normally produces 
four series: one possessor — one possession / one possessor'— several 
possessions / several possessors — one possession / several possessors — 
several possessions. Nine combinations are possible in languages having 
a dual: one possessor — one possession / one possessor — two possessions / 
one possessor — several possessions / two possessors — one possession / 
two possessors — two possessions / two possessors — several possessions / 
several possessors — one possession / several possessors — two possessions / 
several possessors — several possessions. 

The sequence of possessive and functional suffixes varies from lan- 
guage to language. Thus, for instance, in Hungarian and Turkish the 
functional suffixes follow the possessives: Hu. ház-am-ban, Tur. ev-im-de 
‘in my house’, whereas in Finnish and in Even the order of the suffixes 
is inverted, the functional suffix preceding the Px.: Fi. talo-ssa-ni ‘in 
my house’, Even dzu-la-s ‘in thy house’. In Cheremis, Zyryen and Votiak 
both orders occur (Hajdú 1966: 70). | 

In some possessive constructions both the noun-possessor and the 
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noun-possession may carry a special suffix.6 In Hu. az apa haz-a ‘the 
father’s house’, only the noun-possession is marked, with the 3rd p.sing. 
Px. o The syntagma az apd-nak a ház-a has exactly the same meaning 
but the dative suffix -nak indicates the noun-possessor. In Turkish, a 
possessive connexion is usually expressed by adding the genitive suffix 
to the noun-possessor and the Px. to the noun-possession: ata-nn ev-i 
‘the father’s house’. Nevertheless in frequently occurring qualifying 
compounds the genitive may be omitted: göz ev-i ‘the orbit of the eye’, 
literally: ‘the house of the eye’. 

In case of double possessive relationship, when a word is simultaneous- 
ly noun-possessor and noun-possession, it has to carry both suffixes. 
Hu. az apa ház-á-nak az ablak-a ‘the window of the father’s house’ 
indicates with the 3rd p. Px. -d- that the house belongs to the father, 
and with the dative -nak that the house has a window. The word for 
window (ablak) has, in its turn, the 3rd p. Px. -a to indicate its relation- 
ship with ház. The same construction occurs in Turkish with the sole 
difference that this language has a proper genitive suffix (-nın, -nin) 
to mark the noun-possessor: baba-nin ev-i-nin pencere-si ‘the window 
of the father’s house’. The word for ‘house’, ey, carries both the 3rd 
p. Px. -i and the genitive -nin, while pencere ‘window’ has only the 
3rd p. Px. «si. 

In Finnish the rules governing possessive constructions are somewhat 
complicated but the following examples will shed some light on them. 
Only the genitive, and no Px. is used in isä-n talo ‘the father’s house’. 
If the noun-possession is in an oblique case, the Px. -nsa appears: isd 
on talo-ssa-nsa ‘the father is in his (own) house’, but no genitive is used. 
To express the idea that ‘the father is in his (someone else’s) house’, 
the genitive of the 3rd p. sing. pronoun will represent the possessor and 
the Px. -nsa will indicate the noun-possession: isä on hän-en talo-ssa-nsa. 

In a very simple, subject + predicate-type Hungarian sentence, e.g. 
a kutya ugat ‘the dog barks’, the 0-morpheme of the nominative in- 
dicates the relationship between the subject (kutya) and the predicate. 
In the equally simple sentence a kutyd-m ugat ‘my dog barks’, the subject- 
predicate relationship remains unchanged but the subject of the sentence 
is linked — by way of the 1st p. Px. -m - to a concept which, as it were, 
transcends the limits of the sentence. The concept ‘dog’ is qualified 
by being linked to ‘me’, the speaker. Thus in some way the Px. -m acts 
as a specifier, changing the semantic content of the word, yet it is very 
distinct in its function from the typical specifier, such as the plural suffix, 
for it establishes a link with a concept alien to the concept ‘dog’. In 
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the sentence quoted, -m cannot be considered a functional suffix either, 
as it does not alter the role (subject) of the word kutya in the sentence. 
The syntactic neutrality of the Px. is shown also by their simultaneous 
use with a functional suffix, e.g. Hu. a kutyd-val vagyok ‘I am with the 
dog’, a kutyd-m-mal vag yok “I am with my dog’, a kutyd-i-m-mal vagytok 
‘you are with my dogs’ (-i- plural suffix). 

The 1st and 2nd p. Px. qualify the noun-possession by linking it to a 
definite person or group of persons. The precise meaning of Hu. kutyd-m 
is ‘a dog that belongs to me and to no one else’. The Ist and 2nd p. Px. 
of the singular indicate that the concept represented by the word to 
which they are appended is linked, respectively, to the speaker or to the 
person to whom he speaks. In the case of plurals, the ownership of the 
noun-possession is extended, but it necessarily includes either the speaker 
or his interlocutor. Hu. hdz-unk is a house in which I, the speaker, have 
a part-ownership. The above-quoted Even forms of the Ist p. plural 
Px. indicate whether or not the person spoken to is considered a part- 
owner of the house. The form dzu-wun excludes him — i.e., the house 
belongs to the speaker and to some other person or persons — whereas 
dzu-t includes the interlocutor. In all the cases in which the 1st and 2nd 
p. Px. are used, whether in singular or in plural, the possessor is necessarily 
a human being and this fact greatly reduces the metaphoristic use of 
these forms. 

The so-called 3rd p. forms show a different character and, often, have a 
different function. They also qualify, but more vaguely, and the only 
precision they give is of a negative nature: the concept represented by 
the word with the 3rd p. Px., while linked to some other concept, is 
certainly unconnected with both the speaker and his interlocutor. The 
cleavage in meaning and function between the Ist and 2nd p. Px. on the 
one hand, and those of the 3rd p. on the other, is so deep as to warrant 
further enquiry. The difference has not gone unnoticed. 

According to Deny (1921: 166-7) ‘Quelquefois le suffixe possessif de la 
3e personne sert d’indice de rappel à un concept tellement indéfini 
et vague que celui-ci n’est même pas exprimé en turc. Si ce concept devait 
être exprimé, il prendrait la forme d’un pronom démonstratif de sens 
indéfini — le pronom neutre du français: “cela, la chose que vous 
savez". Lorsque pareil cas se présentera, nous dirons que le suffixe 
possessif (de la 3e personne) est employé comme indice de rappel indéfini.’ 
Grónbech (1936:92) is also aware of the special role of the 3rd p. Px. 
‘welches ein Nomen mit einem Hinweis auf etwas früher Erwähntes 
versieht und dadurch angibt, dass es als Teil oder Besitz desselben zu 
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betrachten ist, oder irgendwie in seine Sphäre gehört.’ In fact Grönbech 
calls this suffix ARTICLE. ‘weil die uns an erster Stelle interessierende 
grammatische Funktion dieser Form sich mit der unseres bestimmten 
Artikels vielfach deckt.’ He is followed by Kononov (1956:98) who 
bluntly states that in Turkish ‘the definite article is represented by the 
Px. of the 3rd p.’. According to Swift (1963:132) ‘Thus in a real sense, 
there is no third person as such in Turkish, comparable to first and 
second person. Rather the positing of a specific item state or action as 
a predicate without specific first or second personal reference serves in 
place of third personal forms.’ Sevortjan (1956:43) also notices the 
difference that separates the function of the 3rd p. Px. from that of the 
first two persons. While citing only Turkic examples, Menges (1968: 113) 
finds it a common trait to Uralic and Altaic languages that ‘the possessive 
significance of the suffix of the 3rd person can completely recede when 
it defines or determines a noun.’ 

Dozens of articles and many books deal with the Px. in various Uralic 
languages; yet — as far as I can see — the distinction between the use of the 
3rd p. suffixes and that of the 1st and 2nd persons is not subject of 
commentaries. Tauli (1966:148) notes: ‘Another important meaning of 
the possessive suffix is determinative (corresponding to the definite article 
of the Indo-European languages). This occurs especially in the 3rd 
person singular ...' Elsewhere (1955:27), in a list of structural traits 
linking Altaic to Uralic, Tauli includes the determinative function of the 
Px. The fact had been noticed aiready by Beke (1914:16-21) in a metho- 
dically rather weak article which, however, contains a wealth of examples 
taken from both Finno-Ugric and Turkic languages and which is duly 
quoted by Tauli. According to the grammar of the Hungarian Academy 
(Tompa 1961:533), the 1st and 2nd p. Px. of Hungarian specify quite 
clearly the possessor and so does the 3rd p. Px. ir the identity of the 3rd 
p. possessor is already clearly defined either in the same sentence or by 
the general speech-situation. Thus this excellent grammar simply avoids 
the real issue, as it does not examine the cases when these conditions are 
not fulfilled. 

The determinative use of the Px. in Tunguz languages is recognised 
by Benzing (1956:1098) and others. As we have seen, such use is fairly 
typical to the Uralic languages and Tauli (1966:148) noticed the similarity. 

Several Tunguz languages, and more particularly Nanay, have a 
special suffix, used jointly with the possessive forms, to express a less 
direct relationship than that normally existing between possessor and 
possession. Avrorin (1959:155-163) who studied it most carefully calls 
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it the form of INDIRECT APPURTENANCE ( forma kosvennoj prinadležnosti). 
The suffix, which in Nanay has the form -ngo-, -ngu-, helps to dif- 
ferentiate between two types of possessive relationship which can best 
be explained by examples: Na. mi usim-bi ‘my kitchen-garden’ uses the 
DIRECT Px. of the 1st p. sing.: -bi. If the word for ‘kitchen-garden’ is 
replaced by moxala ‘earth’, the INDIRECT Px. has to be used: mi moxala- 
ngo-i, for I, the speaker, cannot own the earth and the syntagma will 
mean ‘my earth’, e.g. ‘the soil I have in my hand’. To express such, 
unreal, possessive relationship, the indirect suffix -ngo- appears before the 
DIRECT Ist p. Px. -i. From the Nanay point-of-view, there is an important 
difference between domesticated and wild animals. The former can be 
OWNED by a man, the latter cannot. Na. nay ihan-i ‘the man’s cow’, 
nay morin-i ‘the man’s horse’ are constructions using the direct suffix -i. 
The indirect suffix is intercalated when it comes to wild animals: nay 
yengur-ngu-ni ‘the man’s wolf’, nay xulu-ngu-ni ‘the man’s squirrel’. 
In fact, our English translations are inaccurate as the Nanay forms specify 
that neither the wolf nor the squirrel can be ‘owned’ by the man. Ac- 
cording to Avrorin (1959: 157): 


Such a combination of words means first of all a wild animal already fallen 
into a man’s possession as a result of a conscious act of the latter, but can also 
denote an animal not yet in the man’s possession, but one which is the goal 
of his activity, that is, an animal pursued by the man, an animal at which he 
is aiming, which he is observing, or which is in his field of vision. 


In Na. nay dilin-i ‘the man’s head’, only the direct Px. -i is used, because 
for the Nanay Sprachgefühl, it means ‘the head which is part of the 
man’s body’, i.e. not any sort of head, such as the head of a stag or of a 
horse. In fact nay dilin-i can be translated ‘a human head’, whereas, 
enlarged with the indirect Px. nay-dili-ngu-ni, the meaning will be ‘a head 
which happens to be in the possession of a man’. Thus, in fact, in Nanay 
the use of the direct 3rd p. Px. is limited to adjectival syntagmas com- 
posed of two words belonging to semantic categories which, for the Nanay 
Sprachgefühl, are compatible. In syntagmas such as shown by the follow- 
ing examples, the qualified word is marked with the 3rd p. Px.: duente 
yengur-ni ‘wolf of the taiga’, i.e. ‘taiga-wolf”, xuren mapan-i ‘bear of the 
mountain’, i.e. ‘mountain-bear’, aodan soli-ni ‘fox of the meadow’, i.e. 
*meadow-fox'. According to Sunik (1953:123), who dealt in several 
articles with the question of possessive relationship, if the direct Px. is 
used to link concepts belonging to categories that are incompatible, 
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the suffix has a predicative function: nay sogdata-ngo-ni ‘the man’s fish’ 
but nay sogdata-ni ‘the man is a fish’. 

The fact of the matter is that the uses of the 3rd p. Px. are legion and 
vary from language to language. Benzing (1940), who examined various 
usages in Chuvash was led to ask the question whether the use of the 
term POSSESSIVE SUFFIX was at all justified. In this context Benzing 
(1940: 259) called attention also to constructions of the type Tur. erte-si 
giin ‘next day’ or evvel-si sene ‘the previous year’, in which the 3rd p. Px. 
-si is added to the qualifying — and not to the qualified — word. This 
usage is truly exceptional but it indicates the very wide scope of the func- 
tion of the 3rd p. Px. 

On the strength of these and previous examples I should like to venture 
the following definition of the 3rd p. Px.: It is a morpheme which in- 
dicates that in the speaker’s mind the concept expressed by the word to 
which it is added is linked to another concept. It is important to remember 
that this OTHER concept may or may not be expressed in the same sentence. 
Indeed, it may not be expressed at all but simply implied by circumstances 
which, on occasion, may be extralingual. Thus for instance the price of 
an object may be indicated by a tag carrying the 3rd p. possessive form 
of the word for ‘price’, followed by the sum: Hu. är-a 10 forint ‘price 10 
forint’, Tur. fiat-1 10 kuruş ‘price 10 kuruş’. The POSSESSOR of the price 
is the object carrying the price-tag. 

In the case of the 1st and 2nd p. Px., the definition can be narrowed 
down to read: The concept expressed by the word to which the Ist or 
2nd p. Px. is appended is linked respectively to either the speaker or to 
his interlocutor. The 1st and 2nd p. plur. Px. indicate that the concept 
expressed by the word marked by them is linked with a person or persons 
which the speaker associates respectively with either himself or with his 
interlocutor. 

As mentioned earlier, the cleavage between Ist and 2nd p. Px. on the 
one hand, and 3rd p. Px. on the other, is quite deep. The qualification 
brought to the noun by the first two is unequivocal, whereas that in- 
dicated by the 3rd p. Px. is general and often not easily ascertainable. 
In my view the 1st and 2nd p. Px. are specifiers, whereas the 3rd p. Px. 
is a functional suffix. 

Most Uralic and Altaic languages — with the notable exception of 
Classical Mongol and Manchu — have Px. In this short article I had to 
limit myself to the examination of their place within the morphology 
of these languages.” However, I would like to add, that the study of the 
FORMS of the Px. sheds interesting light on the complicated relationship 
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existing between Uralic, Turkic, Mongol and Tunguz, and I sincerely 


regret that limitations of space prevent me from offering the results of my 
pertinent investigations here. 


Indiana University 


NOTES 


1 The following not self-evident abbreviations are used in this article: Fi. = Finnish, 
Hu. = Hungarian, Mo. = Classical Mongol, Na. = Nanay, Px. = possessive suffix(es), 
Tur. = Turkish. 

2 As Hungarian, Finnish and Turkish are well known languages, examples taken from 
these are not supported by literary references. The Even forms are taken from Levin 
1935. 

3 The exclusive Px. indicate that the interlocutor, i.e. the person to whom the speaker 
talks, is not linked to the concept expressed by the word to which this Px. is added. 
The inclusive Px. indicates that the concept is linked with both the speaker and the 
interlocutor. 

4 See Sinor 1952, 205-211 where I have noted that in the Finno-Ugric Finnish, 
Vogul, Mordvin and Zyryen languages as well as in Ostiak-Samoyede, the same -n 
plural is used to denote the plurality of the possession, a further example of the special 
links existing between Uralic and Tunguz languages. 

5 A good survey of the Uralic data is given by Tauli (1953). 

6 Vértes 1955, 1957 is a detailed study of the expressions of the notion of possession 
in the Finno-Ugric languages. 

? It lies in the nature of things that all grammars dealing with a Uralic or Altaic 
language have something to say about the Px. It would have been impracticable, and 
to some extent useless, to consider all of them. I have deliberately kept bibliographical 
references to a minimum, trying to make my point with a minimum of data. 
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INTRODUCTION 


In a fine article I am fond of quoting, W. S. Allen (1953, 55) remarks: 
“The origin of the linguistic comparison is not difficult to state: it arises 
in the first place from an intuitive, impressionistic recognition, requiring 
no depth of linguistic analysis, that two or more languages exhibit certain 
mutual similarities, such that one could not reasonably attribute them to 
chance.’’. The obvious similarities which exist between the various 
Uralic and Altaic languages were already recognized by the first Euro- 
pean scholars familiar with them. Some of the common traits were noted 
by Leibniz at the end of the seventeenth century, confirmed by 
Strahlenberg in 1730 and further explored by Wilhelm Schott and Alex- 
ander Matthias Castrén in the early nineteenth century. Yet, after almost 
three centuries of work on the subject, not only the relationship between 
Uralic and Altaic but also the very existence of the Altaic group remains 
a subject of discussion and even of contestation. 
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The nature of the relationship in which the various Uralic languages 
stand to one another is explored elsewhere in this book. As for the Altaic 
group, the question of the interrelatedness of its constituent elements is 
far more controversial. The traditional subdivision is threefold: Turkic, 
Mongol, and Tunguz but serious attempts have been made to enlarge it 
with Korean and Japanese. Not without some misgivings—yielding to 
practical rather than theoretical considerations—in what follows I will 
have to disregard Korean or Japanese data. Their introduction would 
have further complicated the presentation of Altaic material, without ob- 
vious benefits for the topic to be investigated. Objections to this omission 
could easily be taken care of by rearranging the labels and by stating—as 
I do here—that the investigation will focus on the interrelationship, if 
any, not of two (Uralic and Altaic) but of five (Finno-Ugric, Samoyed, 
Turkic, Mongol, Tunguz) groups of languages. Without prejudice as to 
the outcome of our study, ‘‘Altaic’’ will be used as a convenient collective 
term standing for Turkic, Mongol, and Tunguz. I think it essential that 
research on Uralic-Altaic relationship should not be satisfied—as has 
been hitherto the case—with the investigation of two hypothetical proto- 
languages (*Uralic and *Altaic, either of which may or may not have ex- 
isted) but should look deeper into the matter and not take for granted the 
greater part of what it had set out to prove. Asterisked forms, and proto- 
languages based on them, are not facts, they are mutable abstractions 
based on immutable facts. 

At the end of the nineteenth century the Finnish school of linguistics 
came into being, based—as could be expected—on the then prevailing 
principles and methods of the Neogrammarians. It has since produced a 
specialized linguistic literature of the highest scholarly standards. But the 
Finns—if such a generalization may here be permitted— mainly for na- 
tionalistic or romantic reasons, did not follow in Castrén’s pioneering 
footsteps but were, on the whole, reluctant to leave the Uralic field. The 
Finnish linguistic establishment has remained sceptical if not hostile to 
the idea of Uralic-Altaic relationship, and of the two great Finnish 
Altaists, G. J. Ramstedt and Martti Rasanen, only the latter favored 
Uralic-Altaic comparative investigations. 

The situation was quite different in the other major Uralic country, 
Hungary. When, in the second half of the century, not without some 
misgivings and following serious scholarly and public debates, the 
Hungarians had to recognize the fact that theirs was a Finno-Ugric 
language, they found, as it were, comfort in the thought that Finno- 
Ugric and Turco-Mongol languages may be related to each other. This 
purely sentimental approach was so strong that the relationship of Ural- 
Altaic languages was almost always tacitly admitted in Hungary, 
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whereas Finnish scholarship went on ignoring such attempts as were be- 
ing made in support of the theory. Somewhat surprisingly—perhaps 
precisely because it was taken for granted—few Hungarian scholars dealt 
directly with the question. Among them the syntactic studies of D. R. 
Fokos-Fuchs (1933, 1937, 1960) and a fine article by Gy. (J.) Németh 
(1928, 1947)—connecting Uralic with Turkic data—should be men- 
tioned. 

In the 1920’s Aurélien Sauvageot who studied in Hungary was pro- 
bably struck by the serene assurance of the Hungarian school concerning 
the reality of the Uralo-Altaic relationship going hand in hand with the 
total lack of any proofs thereof, and set out to examine the foundations 
of the hypothesis. When his Recherches were published (Sauvageot 1930) 
it became clear that he was an ardent supporter of the theory. Unfor- 
tunately, he dealt only with the vocabulary and his critics could easily 
show that many of the correspondences could and should be viewed as 
borrowings, and need not be taken as proofs of genetic relationship. 
Moreover, his work was not exempt from obvious mistakes and—as it so 
often happens to pioneers—Sauvageot was carried away by his own 
material, throwing into the same basket facts that do not belong together. 
All the same his was a seminal work, still quoted. Some ten years later 
I was struck by the discrepancy between the firmness of the Hungarian 
teaching and the weakness of the proofs, and started (Sinor 1943) on a 
methodical survey of the morphology of what I then termed the Ural- 
Altaic languages. 

A major difficulty of Uralic-Altaic comparative studies is the fragility 
and highly controversial character of the hypothesis of the genetic relation- 
ship of the Altaic languages. It has not always been so. Since Castrén, 
most scholars dealing with Turkic, Mongol, or Tunguz languages have 
tacitly accepted it, in spite of the fact that between 1895—when a not 
very convincing case was made for the theory by J. Grunzel—and the 
1950’s no attempt was made at a methodical systematization of all the 
available evidence. The genetic relationship of the Altaic languages was 
taken for granted by scholars as eminent as Paul Pelliot, W. Kotwicz, 
Zoltan Gombocz, G. J. Ramstedt, Nicholas Poppe, and many others. An 
annotated bibliography of these earlier studies can be found in Sinor 
1963a, 178-188. The tacit acceptance of the theory of genetic relationship 
served as a basis to my early attempts in Ural-Altaic comparative studies. 
If comprehensive surveys were non-existent, a fair number of 
monographs dealt with some selected Altaic (mainly Turco-Mongol) cor- 
respondences. 

In the 1950’s appeared the fairly comprehensive but posthumously 
published works of Kotwicz and Ramstedt which represent more the col- 
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lected notes of two great scholars deeply interested in the problem, than 
a comprehensive, methodical attempt to solve it. Both Kotwicz and 
Ramstedt were a priori convinced of the genetic relationship of the Altaic 
languages. The same statement applies also to N. N. Poppe who, after 
decades of work involving one or more of the Altaic languages, in 1960 
published his comparative phonology (Poppe 1960). Here, at last, was a 
methodical presentation by a first-rate scholar of the comparative 
phonology on which the Altaic theory may rest. I think it is safe to say 
that, for all its merits, Poppe’s work raised more problems than it solved. 
Already prior to its publication, Sir Gerard Clauson, Gerhard Doerfer, 
and A. M. Séerbak expressed serious doubts concerning the validity of 
the Altaic theory. In my own detailed review-article I reached the conclu- 
sion that ‘‘if a scholar of Poppe’s stature and knowledge fails to prove the 
theory of the genetic relationship of the Altaic languages, there must be 
something very wrong with that theory’’. (Sinor 1963b, 144.) Since that 
time the debate continues, although one has the impression that minds 
are made up and do not wish to be confused with facts. Most Soviet 
scholars, e.g. O. P. Sunik 1971, have continued to take for granted the 
genetic relationship of the Altaic languages. Few, if any, scholars in- 
terested in the subject try neither to prove nor to disprove the Altaic 
theory. Over the years my own views have evolved, but the very cautious 
wording of my opinions were often transposed into more brutal 
statements. Thus, for example, according to Pentti Aalto 1965, 128 
*'Sinor verwirft die altaische Verwandtschafthypothese’’ when, in fact, 
at the page cited, I merely said (1963b, 178) that ‘‘la parenté généalogi- 
que des langues altaiques reste à prouver’’. 

Although this essay deals primarily with the question of the Uralo- 
Altaic relationship, these remarks had to be made to emphasize one of 
the principal points I intend to make, to wit that the problem has to be 
re-examined in its entirety, without taking for granted any of the 
premises on which such comparative work usually rests. Because of 
limitation of space and insufficient preliminary research, what follows 
can lay no claim to completeness. 


PRESUMPTIVE EVIDENCE 


I have quoted W. S. Allen on intuitiveness as the first spark of 
linguistic comparisons. ‘The importance of a priori assumptions has been 
emphasized by many others, such as Werner Winter 1970, 149: **For the 
comparatist, inspection is merely a first step. He will look at a number 
of languages of which he has reason to believe that they might be genetically related 
(my italics!) and if his inspection seems to reveal a sufficient number of 
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apparently recurrent correspondences, he will begin his sorting.’’ It 
follows that no agreements will be found where none are sought, and 
comparative Ural-Altaic studies have been hampered greatly by extra- 
linguistic considerations often determined by open or latent national 
prejudice. 

As noted by Meillet 1925, 34 ‘‘ce sont les concordances de vocabulaire 
qui frappent d'abord quand on rapproche les langues entre elles.’’ Yet 
this is the case neither within the Altaic group nor—a fortiori—when 
Altaic and Uralic data are set side by side. The obvious agreements are 
not in the vocabulary. For the comparatist used to fine sets of cor- 
respondences such as displayed, for example, by Indo-European 
numerals, the following tabulation offers no usable evidence. 


Finno-Ugric Turkic Mongol: Tunguz 
] e bir nigen *emün 
2 *kakta *kakta iki qoyar *jor 
3 *kolme *kulme üc yurban *ilam 
4 *nelya tört dörben *dügün 
5 *witte beš tabun *tuńga 
6 *kutte alti Iryuyan *nöngün 
7 J yetl doluyan *nadan 
8 © säkiz naiman *Japkun 
9 o toquz yisün *xüyágün 
10 © on arban *juvan 
20 *koy(e)ÉV *ku$V yigirmi qorin *horin 
30 eo otuz yudın *gucin 
40 © qirq dééin *dehin 
50 o ilig tabin Ø 
60 o altmiS Jiran *nunggu 
70 © yetmis dalan *nadanju 
80 5 sákiz on nayan *japkunju 
90 o toquz on yiren *xüyágünju 
100 *éata yüz äyun Ø 


A few words of explanation may be in order. Firstly, the Turkic forms 
listed represent Common Turkic and are based mainly on Old Turkic. 
There was no need to have recourse to reconstructed forms since these 
would have been virtually identical to those listed. The essential point is 
that, subject to phonetic variations, Turkic languages use the same 
numerals. The same remark applies also to Mongol languages where I 
cited the Classical Mongol forms. The reconstruction of the Tunguz 
forms 1s somewhat tentative, that of the Finno-Ugric forms followed 
traditional interpretation as represented in the MSzFE. My aim with this 
table is not to solve specific problems presented by any given numeral but 
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to show in a graphic way that no amount of phonetic juggling can reduce 
to common forms the Altaic numerals and that the Finno-Ugric data con- 
stitute an entirely different set. 

Partial agreement between Mongol and Tunguz forms are easy to 
detect (e.g. 20, 30, 40—clearly borrowings—perhaps 4), the Turkic and 
Tunguz forms for ‘‘7’’ are probably linked. The Ju ending in Tunguz 
stands for ‘‘10’’, and so does the a, -mis in the Turkic words for ‘‘60”’ 
and ‘‘70’’. It will be noted for how few numerals can a PFU let alone 
a PU origin be claimed. 

I have chosen the numerals as a convenient example to show the great 
divergences between the Uralic and the Altaic vocabularies. An examina- 
tion of basic terms such as those designating the parts of the body pro- 
duces similar results. Obviously, the similarities which struck those who 
first sensed an Uralic-Altaic relationship must have come from other 
quarters. These are not too difficult to discover and comprise the follow- 
ing congruences. 

1. More or less pervasive presence of the phenomenon known as the 
harmony of vowels. It is mostly limited to palatal/velar pairs though oc- 
casionally labial/illabial harmony is also encountered. 

Thus, for example, The Hungarian inessive has -ban, -ben (ház-ban ‘‘in 
the house’’, kert-ben ‘‘in the garden’’), the same case in Finnish: -ssa, -ssä 
(talo-ssa **in the house’’, veneessä ‘‘in the boat’’); Turkish locative -da, -de 
(ev-de *'in the house’’, kuyu-da ‘‘in the well); Classical Mongol locative 
-tur, -tür, -dur, -dür (ger-tür ‘‘in the house’’, cay-tur ‘‘at that (or this) time". 
An example of vowel harmony in which both the labial/illabial and 
palatal/velar oppositions appear is the Hungarian multiplicative suffix: 
e.g. ót-szór “‘five times’’, hat-szor ‘‘six times’’, hét-szer ‘‘seven times’’. 

2. The avoidance of consonant clusters in word initial position. There 
are exceptions to be found—mainly in loan words—but the general 
tendency is universal. Thus the word for “‘school’’ (Latin schola) will give 
iskola in Hungarian, oskuola in Yakut. 

3. There is no grammatical gender in the Uralic and Altaic languages. 

4. All Uralic and Altaic languages are agglutinative, i.e. they express 
grammatical relationship by morphemes (mostly suffixes) added—in the 
case of nouns—to an invariable root which is identical with the 
nominative singular. 

As arule, a root can take not only functional suffixes or specifiers (such 
as the plural suffix), but also derivational suffixes. The combination of 
root + derivational suffix constitutes a stem which may or may not 
belong to the same category as the root. In any given Uralic or Altaic 
language the inventory of derivational suffixes is rather large and can be 
divided into four categories: denominal suffixes forming either nouns or 
verbs, deverbal suffixes forming either nouns or verbs. 


V 


712 DENIS SINOR 


Denominal nouns. E.g. Ostiak hüv "long" > hiat ‘“length’’; Nanay giria 
‘wood, forest’? > girtakan ''small wood, grove’’. 

Deverbal nouns. E.g. Hungarian lat ‘‘to see’’ > látszat ‘‘appearance’’; 
Manchu e ‘‘to fear, to be afraid > zsecun "fear, fright”. 

Denominal verbs. E.g. Moksha kev ‘‘stone’’ > kevonzams ‘‘to turn into 
stone’; Classical Mongol aldar ‘‘fame, glory’’ > aldarsı ‘‘to become 
famous’’. 

Deverbal verbs. E.g. Cheremis puas ‘‘to give’’ > puédas ‘‘to distribute’; 
Turkish dökmek ‘‘to pour” > dökülmek “to be poured’’. 

Derivational suffixes can be cumulated and, in their turn, they may 
take one or more functional suffixes or—what I like to call (cf. Sinor 
1978)—specifiers, such as plural or possessive suffixes. The sequence in 
which these formants are arranged normally follows the following 
pattern: 
root + derivational suffix(es) + specifier(s) and functional suffix(es) 
For example: 


Hungarian: 

ház ''house'' házak ‘‘houses’’; házakat ‘‘plur. accusative’’, házaikat 
*'their houses, plur. accusative" 

házas ‘‘married’’, (lit. provided with a house), Adzasok ''married 
(plural)’’, Aázasokkal ‘‘with people (plur.) who are married” 

házasodik "ro get married" 

házasság "mariage" 


házal *'to peddle’’, házaló ‘‘peddler’’, etc. etc. 


Turkish: 

kon- ‘‘to alight, to settle” 

konak ''halting place, mansion’’, konaklar ‘‘mansions’’, konaklardan 
‘from the mansions’’, konaklarından ‘‘from their mansions"' 

kondur- ‘‘to find lodgings’”’ 

konuk “‘guest’’, etc. etc. 


Many of the suffixes are meaning carriers in their own right and— 
although usage limits their application—whenever used, their semantic 
content will alter in a predictable way the meaning of the root or of the 
stem. In Cheremis the suffixes -em or -et indicate an involvement of the 
first or second person respectively either in the system of possessive 
designations or in the conjugation, e.g. kol ‘‘fish’’, kolem ‘‘my fish’’, kolet 
**your fish’’; kol- **to die”, kolem ‘‘I die’’, kolet **you die’’. The Turkish 
suffix -lar, -ler will indicate plurality whether attached to nouns or to ver- 
bal forms: ev ‘‘house’’, evler ‘‘houses’’; gidiyor ‘‘he is going", gidiyorlar 
‘‘they are gong". Thus, oftentimes, words appear as linear mosaics in 
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which the first element indicates the basic meaning, and the subsequent 
suffixes either modify that meaning or determine the syntactic role of the 
word within the sentence. 

Hungarian ház/at/m/ban ‘‘in my houses” shows the following pattern: 
root + plural + possessive + inessive. The last two of these morphemes 
will be used also with a verbal root: men/t/em/ben ‘‘while I was going," 
literally, ‘‘in my gong". Ment means *'I went", the ! being the sign of 
the past tense, and -m that of the first person. The Turkish form gittim 
“I went” shows the same pattern, root + / (sign of the past tense) + 
m (personal ending of the first person). It is not surprising that 
agreements such as these struck linguists familiar with Uralic and Altaic 
languages and led to an a priori assumption of genetic relationship bet- 
ween the two groups. 

5. A general rule, equally valid for Uralic and Altaic syntax, can easily 
be summarized: the qualifier precedes the qualified. E.g. Hungarian egy 
emberekkel zsufoläsıg telt tágas szép napsütötte terasz ‘‘a spacious, lovely, sunny 
terrace, jam-packed with people’’; Old Turkic atliy yangaliy qangliliy 
yaday tort bölük sü ‘‘a quadripartite army on horse, elephant, chariot, and 
foot’’. 

As a corollary of this rule it will be found that, generally speaking, the 
subject precedes the predicate. 

6. Uralic and Altaic languages have a marked tendency to parataxis, 
the practice of eschewing between clauses the use of sub- or coordinating 
connectives such as relative pronouns (which many of them do not even 
have). Finnish Tapasin siellä paljon saksaa puhuvia suomalaisia ‘‘1 met there 
many German speaking Finns’’ (could also be translated: ''I met there 
many Finns who spoke German’’) Turkish Evime dönüp dolaptan sapkamı 
aldım ‘‘Having returned to my house I took my hat from the cupboard’’ 
(of course one could say: ‘‘I returned to my house and took my hat ...). 

7. The verb ‘‘to have’’ is lacking in the Uralic and Altaic languages. 

8. Most Uralic and Altaic languages use nominal sentences. E.g. 
Hungarian a ház nagy ''the house (is) big’’; Manchu doro juve *'(there are) 
two doctrines’’. 

The concordance just enumerated—the number of which could have 
been increased—were not meant to show the character of, or to prove, 
the relationship between Uralic and Altaic. They were listed to give a 
good sampling of those common features which, taken singly or collec- 
tively, may have prompted the earliest observers to assume genetic rela- 
tionship between the two groups. The real task which has to be faced is 
that of examining whether, on the basis of both formal and semantic 
criteria, it can be shown that the morpheme inventory of Uralic and 
Altaic is substantially identical. This arduous task cannot here be ac- 
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complished but, I hope, some progress can be made in the elucidation 
of the problem. Learning from earlier, more impressionistic attempts, I 
would like to avoid haphazard comparisons and to do so I intend to point 
out differences as well as agreements. Particular care will be taken not 
to label Ural-Altaic any common feature shared by only some Uralic 
languages on the one hand and only one of the Altaic groups on the 
other. 


MORPHOLOGY 


Functional suffixes 


Accusative 


It is normally assumed that Proto Uralic or Proto Finno-Ugric had an 
accusative suffix *-m (e.g. Hajdü 1981 136; Collinder 1960, 294). In this 
Handbook (see p. 558) Alo Raun expresses himself with caution and preci- 
sion: ''the suffix -m appears in Cheremis and dialectically in Lapp, 
Vogul, and Samoyed. Correspondences or eventual traces of the same 
are found in Finnic, Permian, and perhaps also in Mordvin’’. This is an 
eminently realistic approach, a minimal statement which does not 
preclude the possibility of a Proto-Permian *-m accusative postulated by 
Redei. Ostiak has no accusative and the Hungarian -t is thought to be 
a special development. 

There would seem to be no Altaic equivalent. Menges 1968 wisely 
avoids touching the question of the Altaic declension, and Ramstedt 
1952, 28-31 limits himself to enumerating the various forms of the 
accusative to be found in Altaic languages. 

In the majority of the Turkic languages the accusative is -nV (mostly 
-nt), Old Turkic has -g, -y but an -i appears in the pronominal declen- 
sion. The latter form is used in some Turkic languages, such as Turkish, 
following final vowel with a gliding consonant: -y:. 

This same -2, -y? appears in Classical Mongol, but Middle Mongol and 
some modern languages have -g which corresponds to the Old Turkic 
accusative. It may be possible to postulate a gg > -yı change but it could 
also be that the -g and -yi, í forms are not interconnected in Mongol but 
both are linked with their Turkic counterparts. The matter would 
deserve closer investigation which cannot be undertaken here. Whatever 
its outcome, it is clear that neither the Turkic nor the Mongol accusative 
can be compared to Uralic *-m. 

The examination of the Tunguz accusative provides a different pic- 
ture. All Tunguz dialects use one or several of the following morphemes: 
-m, -b, -w, -u. The accusatives of Even herkan ‘‘knife’’, ju "house". del 
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‘‘head”” are herkam, juw, delu respectively, and the plural accusative of ju 
is Julbu. In keeping with the general reluctance of Tunguz languages to 
tolerate a final consonant, many of them add a vowel to the consonantal 
morphemes, e.g. Manchu -be. I think that the evidence would amply 
warrant the reconstruction of a Proto Tunguz *-m accusative which could 
be equated with the Proto Uralic form. I would, however, emphasize that 
I do not regard this as a Uralic ~ Altaic, but merely as a Lapp ~ 
Cheremis ~ Vogul ~ Samoyed ~ Tunguz correspondence. 


Genitive. 


The existence of a Uralic or Proto-Finno-Ugric genitive is a debated 
question. Yet the general view is that if such a case can be postulated, 
the suffix was "a This is the view expressed, among others, by Hajdú 
1981, 136-137. Absent in Permian and Ugric, but Finnish, Lapp, 
Cheremis and Selkup do have a genitive. The ending is -n. 

The Turkic languages have a genitive which in Old Turkic and 
Turkmen is -Vng, in the south-western, Oghuz languages -Vn. In most 
other Turkic languages the suffix is -nVn or -nVng, in some cases -tVn, 
-tVng, -dVn, -dVng. 

The Mongol genitive varies in its realizations but it is generally agreed 
(e.g. Ramstedt 1952, 25-27; Poppe 1955, 187-191), that the Proto 
Mongol genitive was *-n, still attested in some languages. 

Only two of the Tunguz languages have a genitive: Manchu “1, a, 
and Solon -ni. Of the two Manchu forms - is in general use, -n: appears 
only with Chinese loan words. It is probably safe to assume that Proto 
Tunguz had no genitive, that Manchu -: is to be connected with an iden- 
tical Middle Mongol suffix, and that the ar form may be a loan from 
Mongol or another Altaic language. The assumption by Ramstedt and 
Poppe of a Common Altaic genitive is premature but there can be little 
or no doubt concerning the identity of the -n genitive suffix actually 
attested in some Uralic, Turkic, Mongol, and Tunguz languages. 


Local suffixes 


Both Uralic and Altaic languages have a great variety of local suffixes. 
To define the function of these morphemes I can do no better than to 
repeat what I said in Sinor 1976, 120. By the term local suffix I under- 
stand an adsubstantival morpheme forming adverbs which qualify verbs 
by indicating the space or the time in which the action expressed by the 
verb is located. When the qualified verb is one of movement (e.g. to 
walk, to take, etc.), the qualification may be achieved through an indica- 
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tion of the direction in space or time of the movement indicated by the 
verb. 

In surveying local suffixes three preliminary observations are in order. 
Firstly, distinction should be made between simple, primary suffixes and 
compounds consisting of two or more of these. It can safely be assumed 
that any suffix consisting of a single morpheme is primary. Secondly, 
languages tend to preserve at the end of adverbs local suffixes no longer 
active. In drawing up the inventory of local suffixes to be found in any 
given language it is prudent—not only for practical but also for com- 
parative purposes—to make a distinction between those that are fully 
active as case endings, and those that only appear fossilized. Thirdly, 
local suffixes tend to change specific functions from one language to 
another or even within the same language, e.g. a locative may become 
an ablative or vice versa. 

4, -tà 
Matters pertaining to this suffix were discussed in detail by Sinor 1976. 


Uralic 


Ugric languages have a locative in -t, fully active in Vogul and present 
in scores of Ostiak and Hungarian adverbial endings. In Hungarian it 
is still used with some toponyms. The suffix may be linked with Zyryen 
and Votiak -ti transitive and fossilized forms may exist in Mordvin and 
in Cheremis. 

In recent studies Uralists—e.g. Hajdü 1966, 122 and Raun, see pp. 
559-560—tend to differentiate between PU of PFU *-t with a locative 
function and *-/a, *-te, an ablative, not attested in the Ugric languages. 
With the exception of Finnish, some Lapp dialects, and Mordvin the Zo. 
-te forms are no longer used as case-endings, though adverbs and post- 
positions carry the fossilized morpheme in many Finno-Ugric languages 
and, among Samoyed languages, at least in Nenets. I see no compelling 
reasons for separating the *-/ locative from the -t element in the *-tV 
ablative. 


Turkic 


A local suffix -ta, -te, -da, -de (henceforth -/*) is common to all Turkic 
languages. In most modern idioms it is a locative but in Old and Middle 
Turkic it had also an ablatival function. Very occasionally, in Old 
Turkic, -# is an illative or a sublative (cf. Sinor 1976, 122). Németh 
1928, 6-7, and 1942, 66-67 equated the Turkic forms with a Uralic *-: 
~ -ô ablative, the existence of which—at that time—was generally 
accepted. 
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I consider Turkic -# a compound suffix, t+.a/e. I will revert further 
below to the a/e suffix. What has to be said here is that a / local suffix 
survived in fossilized form in Common Turkic nouns such as Get ‘‘the 
upper part of sg", art "back back part of sg.’’, in which the -t is no 
longer active. 


Mongol 


Formally, the Mongol local suffix -/ is identical with its Turkic 
counterpart but it is a locative-dative. It is well attested in Middle and 
pre-Classical Mongol as well as in modern, spoken languages. It is not 
active in the classical, written languages, where it appears in a fossilized 
form at the end of adverbs, e.g. ende "here". tende "here". 

Mongol has another locative-dative -tu, -tü, -du, -dü (henceforth -tu*). 
Though the geographical distribution of this morpheme among the 
present-day Mongol languages is rather widespread, in Middle and in 
Classical Mongol it appears only in fossilized forms, such as inadu ''here, 
on this side of sg.’’, cinadu ‘‘there, on the other side of sg.’’. 

I do not think that -tu* should be projected into Proto Altaic as sug- 
gested by Poppe 1955, 196. It is not attested in Turkic and its use— 
within Mongol— is rather restricted in space as well as in time. However, 
it is certainly connected with the Tunguz morpheme of identical shape 
and function, to be mentioned presently. 


Tunguz 


Proto Tunguz seems to have had a local case in *-t. Its reflexes are the 
Manchu ablative ct, Oroch and Ulcha illative-allative -, and a number 
of instrumentals such as Evenki -4, Negidal -di, -c:, Nanay dr, most 
other northern Tunguz dialects 2. The Common Tunguz suffix of the 
dative is -/u, du, in form and function identical with the Mongol -tu* suf- 
fix. The Manchu dative-locative -de is identical with the Mongol -/* suf- 
fix, another instance of the remarkable overlaps between Manchu and 
Classical Mongol. 


Some conclusions: 

a) The Proto Uralic or Proto Finno-Ugric *-t is identical with a Proto 
Altaic *-1 ~ -d reflected in the fossilized Turkic -t, the active ablative- 
locative Turkic -#, Mongol -/* and in the Tunguz dative -tu, du. 

b) The Mongol dative-locative -/u*, is probably a loan from Tunguz. 

c) The Manchu -de dative is probably a loan from Mongol. 

d) I propose to equate the Ugric -t locative (Permian -i illative) with 
the Common Tunguz -# ablative-illative, instrumental. If, as I think, the 
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FU forms derive from a PFU *-t ablative, we might have to consider the 
Tunguz forms loans from either PFU or from another, later Finno-Ugric 
sub-group. 


-n, -na 


Uralic 


The existence of a Proto Uralic locative in -na ıs generally assumed, 
e.g. Raun, p. 559, Hajdü 1981, 136, though on p. 141 the form 
postulated is "a In my view the final -a is purely conjectural since in 
most languages the suffix -n is well attested, moreover the -na form is 
probably a compound in which an -a locative (see below) is added to the 
-n. This local suffix is an active case ending in many Uralic languages, 
though its exact function may vary from one to the other. In the Ugric 
languages it is a superessive, e.g. Hungarian viz-en ‘‘on the water", it 
is an essive in Finn and Lapp and an inessive in Zyryen. Occasionally, 
in some languages it is an instrumental. While active in many languages 
it is also present in fossilized forms, at the end of adverbs. It is truly 
ubiquitous. Oftentimes, -n is a denominal derivational suffix forming an 
adverb from an adjective, e.g. Hungarian szép ‘‘beautiful’’, szépen 
"beautifully"; Cheremis pise ‘‘rapid’’, pisin ‘‘rapidly’’. 


Turkic 


In Sinor 1943 I could show the presence in Old Turkic of an -n locative 
and compared it with the Uralic -n morphemes quoted above. In Old 
Turkic the primary function of the -n is instrumental, but it occurs also 
as a local suffix and there are many instances of the adverbial use of the 
fossilized -n. These forms are present in all Turkic languages and there 
is also a wide-spread use of a deverbal noun in -n. In Sinor 1943, 137 
I expressed the view that the Yakut locative in -na is an active reflex of 
the Common Turkic -n local suffix. Some forty years later I feel like 
amending this statement, Yakut -na could be, as most people think, a 
morphophonemic variant of the -/* locative. 


Mongol and Tunguz 


The local suffix -n is not well attested in Mongol. Classical Mongol and 
most modern languages have a verbal adverb -n (the so-called converbum 
modale) which is certainly connected at least with the Turkic -n. But other- 
wise the local -n is difficult to trace, even in fossilized adverbial endings, 
e.g. Classical Mongol dotona ‘‘inside’’. 

The local suffix -n cannot be traced with any certainty in Tunguz. 
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Some conclusions. 

Reflexes of the Proto Uralic -n locative have a very wide distribution 
and multiple uses in modern Uralic languages. The morpheme is still 
marginally active in Old Turkic and can be traced in modern Turkic 
languages. Its use in Mongol is very much circumscribed and it does not 
seem to have existed in Tunguz. 


-k, -ka 


Uralic 


A Proto Uralic lative in *-k or *-kV is generally postulated (see e.g. 
Raun p. 560, Hajdú 1981, 142). In most languages it developed into a 
spirant or a vowel but in some dialects the original -£ is still preserved, 
e.g. Ingrian alak "under (with movement)’ (cf. Finnish ala). In some 
languages the suffix marks a translative or an illative. 


Turkic 


The Common Turkic dative is -ga, -ke, -ya, -ge (henceforth -k*), active 
in Old Turkic and present in the majority of Turkic languages. The 
Oghuz language have -a, e, -ya, -ye (henceforth -a?) which, according to 
some, developed from the -k*t suffix but in which I recognize a primary 
local suffix. There is no trace in Turkic of a *-k morpheme standing on 
its own, not even in petrified forms, though final -k and -g sounds are 
common in Turkic. The first comparison between the Finno-Ugric and 


Turkic suffixes was made probably by Németh 1928, 7. 


Mongol and Tunguz 


Neither *-k nor *-k* is traceable in Mongol. In Tunguz there is a -ki, 
-xi directive suffix frequent at the end of postpositions or adverbs, c.g. 
Evenki soloki, Negidal soloxi ‘‘(in the direction of) downstreams’’. The 
presence of the final vowel is justified by the general reluctance of 
Tunguz languages to have a consonantal ending. -k occurs also as one 
of the elements in compound local cases, more specifically in the lative, 
directive-locative, directive-prolative, and ablative cases, in conjunction 
with the -s local suffix. On this, more in detail, Sinor 1961, 172-174. 


Conclusion. The data on *-k and *-&V are difficult to interpret but I 
would be tempted to think that it is an archaic, strongly eroded mor- 
pheme. In the Uralic languages it is rarely maintained in its original 
forms, its reflexes show important variations. In Turkic *-k appears only 
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in conjunction with another local suffix (thus as *-kV), in Tunguz it does 
occur alone though most of the time in compounds. This is not the place 
to speculate on the reasons why Mongol does not have this morpheme. 


-$ 
Uralic 


Recent studies no longer admit a Proto Finno-Ugric lative-illative in 
*-5 the existence of which was assumed, for instance, by Szinnyei 1922. 
However, such a suffix is present and active in Cheremis or Mordvin— 
e.g. Erza kudo-s ‘‘into the house'' and exists also in Lapp. It could be that 
the final -s in Finnish adverbs such as alas ‘‘down(wards)’’, ylos 
““up(wards)’’ continue earlier *-ksV form. If this is, or were, so, the -s 
element in such a suffix would still have to be accounted for as a local 
suffix. Combinations of s and E appear frequently, e.g. in the Finnish 
translative -ksi (-kse) or in the Cheremis illative -skV where the order of 
the composing elements is inverted. 


Mongol and Tunguz 


There seems to be no -s local suffix in the Turkic languages. A detailed 
examination of its presence in Mongol and Tunguz—together with 
Uralic parallels—is given in Sinor 1961. 

In Classical as well as in modern Mongol languages the presence of a 
-st, -$ suffix with a directive function is well attested. It appears usually 
in connection with adverbs or postpositions: eyis? *'towards bere", teyısı 
‘‘towards there". In Mongol, as in the above-quoted Finno-Ugric 
languages, it often appears in conjunction with the -k, -g local suffix: 
degegsi ‘‘upward’’, doyoysi ‘‘downward’’. 

In Tunguz -s appears in three forms of the lative: -s, -st, and -skt, e.g. 
Olcha taus ‘‘towards that direction", Manchu amas: Evenki amaski 
““backwards’’. 


Conclusion. I can imagine no valid justification for separating the 
Mongol-Tunguz -s lative-directive morphemes from those attested in 
some Finno-Ugric languages. 


-l 
Uralic 


The Ugric languages—Hungarian, Vogul, and Ostiak—share a com- 
mon ablative in -/. It appears in many adverbs such as Hungarian alól 
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"*from underneath’’, it is an active instrumental-comitative in Vogul and 
it occurs as one element in a number of compound suffixes such as 
Hungarian -idl, -töl (ablative), -nál, -nél (adessive), Vogul *-nal (> nə 
(ablative-elative). It has been suggested, probably correctly, that the / is 
one of the components in some local suffixes of the Finno-Permian 
branch, e.g. the Finnish adessive Ae, or ablative -lta. The previously 
held theory that Ugric -/ continues the Proto Finno-Ugric *-t ablative has 
now been abandoned. For a clear presentation of these facts see Hajdü 
1966, 122. 


Tunguz 


Neither the Turkic nor the Mongol languages seem to have an -/ local 
suffix which, however, is very well represented in Tunguz. It appears in 
the -/a locative, functional in all northern Tunguz languages. In Nanai, 
the same suffix is a locative-ablative. In Evenki, Even, Solon, Negidal, 
Oroch, and Ude Jk is used as a prolative. Fossilized, the suffix can be 
found in Manchu adverbs such as dolo ‘‘inside’’, vala ‘‘underneath’’, etc. 
The Negidal, Orok, and Udege locatives in -dula, the Negidal prolative 
-duli contain the same element. 

Conclusion. -l appears to be what I call a ‘‘northern suffix’’, common 
to Ugric and Tunguz, with traces in the Finno-Permian branch. It is pro- 
bably of Finno-Ugric origin whence in penetrated into Tunguz. Turkic 
and Mongol languages do not seem to have had it. 


-a, -å 
Uralic 


No -a, -ä local suffix is posited for Proto Uralic, Proto Finno-Ugric or 
Proto Ugric. Yet some Uralic languages have such a morpheme, e.g. 
Ostiak lative -a, -4, Zyryen and Votiak illative -e, with an -a variant in 
adverbial endings such as in kuza ‘‘along’’. According to the currently 
prevailing opinion the Permian suffix continues the Proto Finno-Ugric 
SE This may be so, but it could also be that there are no objective 
reasons for such a hypothesis, and the theory was put forward for want 
of a better one, dictated by the desire to show one more Finno-Ugric 
reflex of the posited *-k. As we have seen a similar attitude prevailed in 
connection with the Ugric -/ ablatives which, for a long time, were not 
recognized as separate morphemes but were said to continued a Proto 
Finno-Ugric *-/. Unlike the local suffixes -{ and E a -à has received no 
sufficient attention. Yet, apparently, it appears in so many local suffixes 
that it would be justified to view it as a once independent morpheme 
preserved mainly in compound suffixes and adverbial endings. 
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It could be that this locative survives in the Finnish partitive Jo, -ta, 
essive -na, -nd, ablative -lta (which, if the theory is correct, would be a 
triple compound), the Mordvin prolative -ka, -ga, -va, the Cheremis 
locative -ne, the Nenets locative -xana, in Finnish adverbs such as ulkoa 
*ffrom the outside’’, or the Finnish denominal derivational suffix -la 
preserved in words such as Kalevala, or etelä ‘‘south (the forward place)’’. 

All these data and considerations are presented here with some dif- 
fidence. More thorough research has to be done to justify a definite 
opinion. 

Turkic 


In Sinor 1939, 555-560 I pointed out the existence of an Old Turkic 
-a, -e (= a?) local suffix. It 1s the regular dative-locative of the first and 
second person possessive forms and it appears also as the dative of the 
personal pronouns. On occasion it has the function of a locative, e.g. yett 
yigirmi yasima "when I was twenty years old" (Bilgä qayan E24). 

As already mentioned, the dative of the Oghuz Turkic languages 1s -a?, 
which is sometimes thought of as a derivative of the -k* suffix. The 
hypothesis, that if Old Turkic has -ga and a modern Turkic language has 
-a as their respective datives then a -ga > -a development ‘‘must’’ be 
postulated, is gratuitous. 

I also mentioned earlier that, in my view, the Turkic -# (mostly a 
locative) is a compound in which a? constitutes the second element. In 
this instance the argument carries more weight than in the case of E, 
because the -/ suffix appears also on its own, with no vowel following it. 


Mongol 


An -a? dative-locative appears in the earliest texts. According to Poppe 
1955, 198, the suffix, widely used in the pre-classical language, became 
less common in Classical and Modern Mongol. It is thus not of recent 
origin and it can be posited for Proto Mongol. It is generally assumed— 
so Poppe 1953, 6; 1955, 198-199; Menges 1968, 110— that this suffix is 
identical with the Turkic -a? discussed above. 


Tunguz 


There seems to be no way of isolating an -a? local suffix in Tunguz. 
As indicated earlier, northern Tunguz languages have a locative -/a, and 
there are languages with a composite -dula locative. It could well be that 
a in -la is a locative element, but—I feel—that the matter is linked with 
the role : plays in suffixes such as the prolatives in Jr, In the meantime 
the question concerning the origin of a in Tunguz local suffixes must be 
left unanswered. 
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Conclusion. Although the -a? local suffix is as yet insufficiently 
researched, on present evidence it would appear that it was used in Proto 
Turkic as well as in Proto Mongol. It is safe to assume that in one form 
or another it was present in some earlier Uralic languages. The absence 
of any trace in Tunguz would exclude a Proto Altaic origin. 

On Table 1 I tried to show the distribution of local suffixes—with no 
reference to their specific functions—among the various Uralic and 
Altaic languages. The table is meant to be a visual aid to the text and 
not its replacement. 


The not immediately recognizable abbreviations are—in order of their 
listing in the table: PU = Proto Uralic, PFU = Proto Finno-Ugric, PUg 
= Proto Ugric, PA = Proto Altaic, PT = Proto Turkic, PM = Proto 
Mongol, PTu = Proto Tunguz, OT = Old Turkic, MT = Middle 
Turkic, CT = Common Turkic, MM = Middle (i.e. Old) Mongol, 
CM = Classical Mongol, MoM = any modern Mongol language, CTu 
= Common Tunguz. An X marks the presence of the suffix either as an 
active case ending, or at least as a clearly recognizable element in 
postpositions or adverbs. T stand for ''traces" when, though present in 
a given language, the suffix appears only in a few, fossilized forms. The 
presence of a simple suffix within a compound is also marked by T. Nor- 
mally, when a suffix is postulated for a proto language I did not indicate 
its presence in all the languages in which the reflexes of the reconstructed 
proto suffix occur. They may be of a different phonetic shape. An 
asterisk * marks cases in which there is substantial agreement that the 
suffix once existed in the language in question. Because of the general 
uniformity within Common Turkic and the Modern Mongol languages 
I abstained from listing individually the languages belonging to these two 
groups. Samoyed occurrences of primary suffixes are tacitly indicated by 
their inclusion into Proto Uralic; for compound suffixes I thought it 
superfluous to specify the Samoyed language in which they occur. 
Generally speaking, in the case of primary suffixes posited for one of the 
proto languages I thought it needless to list the individual languages in 
which they occur, since the question has been dealt with in the text. I do 
not think compound forms should be posited for any of the proto 
languages, excepted forms with -a where doubt may exist whether this is 
a local suffix or a final vowel with no specific function. I find it interesting 
and revealing to observe how various combinations occur. 

The number of correspondences between primary suffixes of the seven 
proto languages appears as follows: 


Table 1. Local suffixes 
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Between Proto Uralic and Proto Altaic : 1 
Proto Uralic and Proto Turkic : 3 
Proto Uralic and Proto Mongol: 1 (?2) 
Proto Uralic and Proto Tunguz: 2 
Proto Ugric and Proto Tunguz: 3 


Although the matter may not be strictly relevant to the question of the 
Uralo-Altaic relationship, we may as well summarize the agreements 
within the Altaic group. There is only one morpheme (-#') common to 
Turkic, Mongol, and Tunguz, and it is the same suffix that can be traced 
also to Proto Uralic. There is only one other correspondence between 
Proto Turkic and Proto Tunguz, one between Proto Mongol and Proto 
Tunguz (-s), one—with traces of a second correspondence—between 
Proto Turkic and Proto Mongol (-k, perhaps -n). There are three very 
solid correspondences to be found between Proto Finno-Ugric and Proto 
Turkic. On the basis of the sole evidence of local suffixes one could say 
that Proto Turkic was closer to Proto Finno-Ugric than to Proto Mongol 
and Tunguz. 


Possessive suffixes 


The attentive and critical reader may have wondered why I did not in- 
clude the possessive suffixes (Px) into the general features of the Uralic 
and Altaic languages, since these are characteristic of so many of them. 
The reason for my not doing so is very simple, they occur neither in Old 
or Classical Mongol, nor in Manchu. One cannot posit them for Proto 
Altaic. 

The Proto Uralic, Proto Turkic and Proto Tunguz possessive suffixes 
can be reconstructed as follows: 


Proto Uralic Proto Turkic Proto Tunguz 
Sing. 1. *-m *-m *-m 
2. Wei *-ng Wi 
d. Wéi Wéi *-n 
Plur. 1. *-m + plural *-m + plural *-m + plural 
(exclusive) 
2. * + plural "ng + plural * 
3. *-; + plural *@ We 


Some agreements leap to the eye but comments may not be 
superfluous. In many instances the construction of the plural forms is 
identical though the plural suffixes used to mark the plurality of the 
possessor are not always the same. Thus in Hungarian the active plural 
suffix -k is used for this purpose but, e.g. in Zyryen the regular plural 
suffix is -yas but the suffix used to indicate the plurality of the possessor 
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is -n: 2SgPx -id, 2PIPx -nid; 3SgPx -is, 3 PIPx -nis. In Even, the same -n 
plural (see below p. 727) serves the same purpose: 1SgPx -w, 1PLPx 
-wun; 2SgPx -s, 2PIPx -sun. The only difference is that in Zyryen the 
plural marker precedes the Px, whereas in Even the order is reversed. 

Let us examine, however briefly, the tools used to indicate the plurality 
of the possessions. In the Turkic languages the active plural suffix Jor, 
-ler serves this purpose. This may lead to some confusion as e.g. in 
Turkish ever: may stand for ''his houses”, ‘‘their house” or ‘‘their 
houses’’. A different situation exist in Finno-Ugric and in Tunguz. For 
example in Hungarian, the plurality of the possession is indicated by -i, 
a plural sign otherwise not used in Hungarian. In Ude, where the active 
plural suffix is -jiga, -jiga, -jigo, the plurality of the possession is, in the 
oblique cases indicated by the suffix -na, -na, -no, otherwise not used but 
well attested in other Uralic and Altaic languages. (See below p. 727). 
The same suffix has the same function in Vogul, e.g. kol ‘‘house’’, kolum 
**my house”, kolanum "mv houses’’. The active plural in Vogul is -t. 

The sequence of possessive and functional suffixes vary from language 
to language. Thus, for instance, in Hungarian and Turkish the func- 
tional suffixes follow the possessives: Hungarian hazamban, Turkish 
evimde ‘‘in my house’’, whereas in Finnish and in Even the order of the 
suffixes is inverted, the functional suffix preceding the possessive suffix: 
Finnish ialossani ‘‘in my house", Even julas “in thy house". In 
Cheremis, Zyryen and Votiak both orders occur. A good survey of the 
Uralic data is given by Tauli 1953. 

In my examination of the testimony of the forms themselves I will here 
disregard any problems that relate to the relationship between suffixes 
belonging to the Altaic group and will touch only on matters of relevance 
to Uralic and Altaic relationship. 

Although the present 1SgPx in Tunguz languages are -w, -m, and A 
it is safe to postulate an original *-m and consider the -5 and spirantized 
-w forms secondary. As we have seen, the situation is the same in the case 
of the accusative which show -m, -b, -w or even -u variants—often within 
the same language—where we opted for an original *-m. 

For the 2SgPx in Tunguz I postulated a *-é, still used in Ulcha and 
Nanay. The -s(1), -$t, -&, -hi forms result from a *t > di > si develop- 
ment the first phase of which may have taken place in Proto Tunguz. 
Mongol di ~ Tunguz si correspondences are fairly common, e.g. 2nd 
person personal pronoun Mongol & ~ Evenki, Negidal, Nanay, Man- 
chu st ~ Even hz. To the -£ suffix of the Mongol nomen actoris corresponds 
Manchu -sı. It is worth noting that an identical consonantal shift led to 
the present form of the Finnish 2SgPx -si (< *-u). 
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For the 3SgPx in Proto Uralic an *-sV form is reconstructed. It is iden- 
tical with the form that can be posited for Proto Turkic since the Com- 
mon Turkic 3SgPx, already attested in Old Turkic, is -si -si after 
consonants and -:, -i after vowels though, occasionally, the e forms oc- 
cur also following a consonant. No acceptable explanation exists as to the 
relationship of the two Turkic forms; s is not normally used as a gliding 
consonant. It is thus conceivable that -s: and -: are of different origin. 
Whatever the case may be, one is tempted to compare the -: forms with 
Hungarian 3SgPx a -e, -ja, -je which continue a Proto Hungarian *-ı. 
(See Bärczi-Benkö-Berrär 1967. 401.) 

The Proto Tunguz 3SgPx *-n does not seem to have Uralic cor- 
respondences. It may have to be connected with the Turkic 3SgPx -n 
which in Old and Middle Turkic appears before the case ending of the 
oblique cases. Since this is a question of inter-Altaic relationship I will 
pursue it no further. 

In the case of 1PIPx the agreement between Proto Uralic, Proto Turkic 
and Proto Tunguz is obvious and needs no further elaboration. 

For 2PiPx in Proto Tunguz I tentatively suggested an original *-i. The 
realizations of this morpheme, throughout the Tunguz languages, is 
mainly -su or -sun, but -tu forms occur in Ulcha, Orok has a -ču form, 
and in Evenki there are dialectal variants in -dun, -xun, -run. (See 
Romanova-Myreeva 1962, 1964.) The initials of these suffixes may easi- 
ly derive from an original */; and inverse change would be hard to justify. 
If my theory is correct, just as in Proto Uralic, identical suffixes for the 
singular and the plural of the 2Px would have to be postulated for Proto 
Tunguz. 

The Tunguz 2PIPxx show a dichotomy. One type—e.g. in Evenki, 
Even, Solon, Negidal—consist of the 2SgPx + n plural. The other 
type—represented e.g. by Oroch, Ude, Ulcha, Nanay—there is a change 
in the vowel: the plural forms show a u in place of the : appearing in the 
singular. Such an: — u alternation between singular and plural appears 
elsewhere in Tunguz, for instance in the case of the personal pronoun. 
For example in Even the three personal pronouns are in the singular br, 
st, ht, in the plural bu, su, hu.—With all due caution I would, once more, 
recall the Hungarian plural possessive suffixes which, originally, carried 
a u vowel (thus: SgPx + u + & plural). 

The 3PIPx in Tunguz has two forms. Most languages have -tz, Evenki 
and Negidal -tin, Even -tan. There is no evident explanation of these 
forms and it could be that they are of diverse origin. In the case of the 
-tVn forms one might suspect a combination of the 3SgPx -n preceded by 
the € plural marking, indicating the plurality of the possessor. Another, 
more convincing and more interesting, possibility would be the linking 
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of the Tunguz suffix with the 3SgPx -t of the Ugric and of some of the 
Samoyed languages. While the 3SgPx postulated for Uralic is *-s, the -t 
forms of Ob-Ugric and of Samoyed must have another origin. Although, 
according to Honti 1976, 99 the Ostiak forms—very much varied from 
one dialect to another—continue a Proto Ostiak *-0, a Proto Ugric *-t 
can convincingly be postulated. The Tunguz forms with a final -n would 
then be viewed as a combination of this 3SgPx with -n, the usual marker 
of the plurality of the possessor. 

If we now summarize the agreements between the possessive suffixes 
present in Uralic and in Altaic, we obtain the following result: 

a) 1SgPx *-m identical in Proto Uralic, Proto Turkic, Proto Tunguz. 

b) 2SgPx *- identical in Proto Uralic and Proto Tunguz. 

c) 3SgPx *-s identical in Proto Uralic and Proto Turkic. 

d) 3SgPx *-t identical in Proto Ugric and Proto Tunguz. 

e) 2PIPx *-é identical in Proto Uralic and Proto Tunguz. 

f) Identical construction of the plural of the possessive suffixes in Proto 
Uralic, Proto Turkic, Proto Tunguz. 

It is a widely held view in Uralic linguistics that the possessive suffixes 
have a pronominal origin. If this view is correct, the adaptation of the 
pronouns is not specifically Uralic, and the process must have occurred, 
or at least must have begun, simultaneously in a number of closely 
related or closely located languages. 


Plural suffixes 


All Uralic and Altaic languages distinguish between singular and 
plural, and the latter is marked by special suffixes. Some of these consist 
of one single phoneme and cannot be further analyzed. Others are com- 
pounds formed by a combination of at least two suffixes. The constituent 
elements of such a compound may be separately in constant use in the 
language which joins them. In that case we may speak of ''living com- 
pounds’’. On the other hand, one or several of the elements composing 
the actual plural suffix may no longer be in use as independent for- 
matives. For the purpose of comparative studies the importance of com- 
pound suffixes lies in the fact that on occasion they contain simple 
suffixes no longer used. 

In many instances the use of a plural suffix is not general but is 
restricted to a specific function. For example, in Hungarian the general, 
all-purpose plural marker is E but in the system of possessive forms the 
plurality of the possession is indicated by :: hdz ‘‘house’’, hdzak 
**houses"', házaik ‘‘their houses’’. It also happens that the use of a given 
plural suffix is restricted to specific words. Such is the case of Cheremis 
-la. 
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In table 2 I will mark with an X the suffixes used as general plural 
markers. R will indicate active but restricted use (e.g. Hungarian :), and 
T will stand for ‘‘traces’’, to mark cases when the existence of the plural 
suffix can only be inferred from some fossilized forms. 

It happens that a morpheme is posited in a proto language although 
its distribution is limited to only a few of the actual languages. As a con- 
venience for further research the table indicates in some instances when 
a given suffix, whether or not posited for the proto language, appears in 
a specific language. A case in point is Hungarian -ka, Cheremis -la, or 
Mongol -n, the last of which being an active plural only in Ordos. If a 
given suffix, such as this one, appears in any one of the living, modern 
Mongol (MoM) languages, it is so indicated in the table. 

In Sinor 1952 I examined in some detail the relationship of Uralic and 
Altaic plural suffixes and I would still subscribe to most of what I then 
wrote. However, over the last thirty years or so, a considerable shift 
occurred in my thinking concerning the interpretation of the facts. At 
that time I considered any agreement between morphemes present in any 
two languages—provided that one was Uralic and the other Altaic— 
Uralo-Altaic. I would no longer accept such a view. A fact strikingly 
shown by the table is that no plural suffix can be posited for Proto Altaic. 
For Proto Turkic we can assume only the obvious compound -/ar?. Only 
*-( (perhaps *-d) can be posited for Proto Mongol. In Tunguz its use is 
limited to some pronouns and personal affixes. The plural *-n can be 
posited for Proto Uralic and Proto Tunguz. It is extensively used by 
languages belonging to either group in connexion with the personal 
endings. Traces of it can be found in Old and Classical Mongol, which 
have no possessive system and in which the -n plural has different though 
still rather limited uses. Its appearance as an active plural in Ordos is dif- 
ficult to explain. 

The case of the -/ plural is a complicated one. It is not normally posited 
for Proto Uralic though according to Lehtisalo 1936, 150f. and Ravila 
1941, 104 it can be traced back to a Uralic collective suffix *-/a, -*-I. 
Castrén 1854, 109, 141 noted a -la plural in Selkup which, mistakenly, 
he viewed as a loan from Turkic, and, correctly, linked with the Tunguz 
plural in -/, which can safely be postulated for Proto Tunguz. There are 
some traces of the -/ plural in Old Mongol but neither Sinor 1952, 214 
nor Poppe 1955, 177 were aware of it being used in the present-day 
Mongol dialects Tung-hsian and Paoan (cf. Todaeva 1960, 93, 112). 
Most probably -l is a ‘‘north-eastern’’ plural, originally Tunguz. The 
Cheremis -la plural is one of several freaks linking that language with 
Tunguz. The -/ plural does not occur in Turkic but it is one of the con- 
stituting elements of Proto and Common Turkic -lar which in Sinor 1952, 
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226 I considered a compound of the simple plurals / and r. The same view 
was expressed simultaneously by Poppe 1952, 73. On the strength of 
internal evidence Grenbech 1936 57ff expressed the view that Turkic 
developed a plural very late. It is almost totally absent in Old Turkic, the 
suffix -lar appears only in a few instances, in connection with kinship 
terms. The Tunguz af plural, present in Solon, Ulcha, and Nanay, is 
a compound in which the same elements appear in inverse order. 

The case of the -r plural is rather obscure. It can be posited for Proto 
Tunguz. As just mentioned, in ‘Turkic it survives in the active plural -lar 
and it may be linked with the Turkic plural marker -z the use of which 
is restricted to personal forms. I treated this question in Sinor 1952, 
220-222 and will not take it up here since it is not directly relevant to the 
topic of this essay. In 1952, on the basis of Lehtisalo 1936, 184 I equated 
the Tunguz -r with a Proto Uralic *-r collective suffixe posited by 
Lehtisalo. I now wonder whether such a reconstruction is really justified, 
though the Tunguz suffix may be linked with the Cheremis denominal 
collective suffix in -r, e.g. lülpe ‘‘alder’’, lülper ‘‘alder grove". The -r 
plural can be traced in Mongol, where a -nar suffix is present in most 
languages. I consider it a compound of the simple plural suffixes n + r. 

For our comparative purpose it may be of interest to indicate at least 
sopme of those Uralic or Altaic simple plurals that are special to a single 
or to a small group of languages. Table 2 was prepared in taking account 
of this need. It further confirms the view that the distribution of Uralic 
and Altaic plural suffixes shows no evident pattern. The most striking 
concordance is between the Uralic and Tunguz -n plurals. Their use is 
as closely parallel as can be. 


Personal pronouns 


Although the personal pronouns constitute a lexical rather than a mor- 
phological category, I find it justified to deal with them here because they 
are essential for the understanding of the Uralic and Altaic conjugations. 

In current interpretation the following forms can be reconstructed for 
Proto Uralic. 1. *mé, 2. *t8, 3. *sö. In many languages the distinction 
between singular and plural forms is made by means of the vowel (e.g. 
Hungarian 1SgPr te, 1PIPr ti), a differentiation which may have existed 
in Proto Uralic or Proto Finno-Ugric, but one which cannot be defined 
more closely. It is important to note that in most living languages the first 
and second person pronouns show a final -n, usually defined as a pro- 
nominal derivation suffix— whatever this may mean—e.g. Finnish 2SgPr 
sind. It will be noted that the consonants of the pronouns posited are the 
same as those reconstructed for the possessive suffixes. 
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In Turkic the pronouns show a remarkable uniformity. A convenient 
listing is given by Iskhakov 1956. Generally speaking we have in 1Sg ban 
or man, 2Sg. sän, 3Sg. o(l) (but an on- stem in the oblique cases), 1Pl. biz, 
2Pl. siz, 3Pl. = 3Sg. + the -lar plural suffix. The majority of the 1SgPr 
forms has m-, but on account of the 2Pl. form biz, it may be safer to 
postulate *bön. Quite clearly biz is a first person form with an added -z 
plural. On the pattern of Uralic linguistics one might wish to see in -n 
a pronominal derivation suffix. The reconstruction of the 3SgPr causes 
some problems which cannot here be entered upon. Most probably an 
*(on) form must be posited. 

Mongol has J: as 1SgPr, with min- as the stem in oblique cases. The 
2SgPr is ci (stem: cin-) which, without any doubt, resulted from *#. Here, 
as in Turkic, the 3rd person suffix poses some problems, Poppe 1955, 
214 posits *:. Proto Mongol 1PIPr had two forms, an exclusive "be and 
an inclusive *bida but— just as in the singular—the former shows an in- 
itial m- in the oblique stem (man-). Common Mongol 2PIPr ta can be 
posited also for the proto language. We thus have a quasi identity of the 
singular and plural (H) the two being probably differentiated by the 
vowel. For the 3SgPr Poppe 1955, 219 posits "a. 

Tunguz pronouns are virtually identical with their Mongol counter- 
parts: 1Sg bi (stem min-), 2Sg si continuing *#, 3Sg i. In most languages 
1PIPr bu differs only in its vowel from 1SgPg. The 2PIPr—mostly in the 
form su— goes back to a Proto Tunguz *tu. No satisfactory reconstruction 
can be offered for the third person pronoun. 

If now on the basis of the actual, living forms, complemented for each 
group by the hypothetical reconstructions of the proto forms we try to 
posit a Proto Altaic series, we may reach one virtually identical with that 
postulated for Proto Uralic. For the 1SgPr we could assume the existence 
of *mé(n) because of the m- initials of the oblique stems. However, 
because a b + n > m + n development is more likely than its inverse, 
we might prefer to posit for 1SgPr *bë(n), to be compared with Proto 
Uralic *m&(n). The agreement between the 2SgPr in Uralic and Altaic 
is complete. The differentiation by change of vowels of 1SgPr and 2SgPr 
from the plural forms is common to Uralic and Altaic. In both Uralic and 
Altaic forms of the third person are not without problems. Though in the 
actual reflexes in Turkic and Mongol there is no trace of an initial conso- . 
nant, the 3SgPx -s: (mentioned on p. 727) may be a remnant of the 
original 3SgPr which, if this is the case, would be the same as that in 
Proto Uralic. 
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Elsewhere in this book (p. 563) Alo Raun espouses the view that ‘‘the 
original verb form of Proto Uralic was a kind of aorist, neutral as regards 
time, produced by attaching the personal endings to the verb stem." It 
is a generally accepted view that most of these suffixes developed from 
the corresponding personal pronouns. It would seem that the develop- 
ment took place not in Proto Uralic or Proto Finno-Ugric but in the 
course of the history of the individual languages. Whatever the time of 
the development and whatever the origin of the personal suffixes may be, 
their forms posited for Proto Uralic—e.g. by Hajdü 1966, 141-143—are 
1Sg *m, 2Sg *-t, 3Sg *-s. In the plural, these suffixes would be com- 
plemented by a plural marker. As can be seen, this set is identical with 
that postulated for the possessive suffixes. 

In Turkic an analogous situation obtains, however with the difference 
that in some languages and instances the personal pronouns still in use 
function also as personal suffixes. For example Old Turkic bilirsiz **you 
know?" is a combination of the present participle of the verb and of the 
2PIPr siz. In Tuvin men turar men ''I stand’’, the 1SgPr men is twice used. 
In other instances the personal and possessive suffixes are identical, as 
e.g. in Turkish geldim ‘‘I came’’, composed of the root + the sign of the 
past + -Vm. 

The frequent overlapping of possessive and personal suffixes em- 
boldens me to put forward a hypothesis. Earlier, in my examination of 
the possessive suffixes no Proto Uralic or Altaic correspondence was sug- 
gested for the Turkic 2SgPx -ng. However, in Ob-Ugric there is a 2SgPx 
-n which could be connected with Turkic -ng. The -n appears also as a 
2Sg personal affix in Vogul, Ostiak, Zyryen, and Nenec. I am of course 
aware that other explanations of this suffix have been offered, e.g. by 
Hajdú 1966, 132-133, but thought that no harm can come from mention- 
ing the possible Turkic connection. The matter would need a thorough 
investigation within the wider framework of Proto Turkic-Uralic con- 
nections. 

In Tunguz, possessive and personal suffixes are identical. Their form 
and their possible Uralic connections were studied above. However, it is 
important to remember that no personal suffixes exist in Manchu. 

No personal suffixes can be posited for Proto Mongol, though some 
modern Mongol languages have developed both the system of possessive 
suffixation and a conjugation using personal suffixes. 

If we were to divide the Ural-Altaic languages on the basis of their con- 
jugation and possessive affixations, we could distinguish two major 
groups: a) Finno-Ugric, Samoyed, Northern Tunguz, Turkic; b) 
Mongol, Southern Tunguz. 
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Other aspecis of the verbal system 


Although the Uralic, Turkic and Northern Tunguz verbal systems are 
very similar, it is seldom possible to establish a convincing link between 
their respective morphemes. Agreements such as shown between the per- 
sonal suffixes are not self-evident among the other verbal forms. Clearly, 
much more research is needed in this field. The fact that the verbal 
systems of Mongol and Manchu are very different from those of the 
Uralic, Turkic, or Mongol languages creates a further, serious obstacle. 


Word derivation 


Earlier in this essay some remarks were made on the general pattern 
of word derivation in Uralic and Altaic languages. The massive work of 
Lehtisalo (1936) gives an awe-inspiring picture of the quantity and diver- 
sity of Uralic derivation suffixes. It also shows the speculative character 
of much of the relevant research. A case in point is the widespread prac- 
tice to label any word-ending that cannot otherwise be explained as a 
**diminutive'' suffix. All the same, Collinder 1960, 221 could state with 
“authority that Finnish has more than hundred and fifty productive 
derivation suffixes, and that the Hungarian stem ad- ‘‘to give’’ has near- 

ly two hundred derivatives. Such richness notwithstanding, Hajdú 1966, 
“145 lists only seven denominal noun formants—all but one 
“‘diminutives’’. The sole morpheme to which another semantic function 
is ascribed ıs the ordinal suffix about which I would like to make some 
remarks. 


Ordinal suffix 


According to the good summation given by Collinder 1965, 107-108, 
in Uralic languages the ordinal numbers have, broadly speaking, the suf- 
fix "at in Finno-Ugric and "ot in Samoyed. For Proto Uralic he 
postulates *-mt which then, in most Finno-Ugric languages merged with 
Proto Finno-Ugric “nt. The Ostiak ordinal suffix -mit constitutes, as it 
were, a link with Samoyed forms. The statement by Setälä 1913-18, 25 
‘Das samojedische Suffix der Ordinalzahlen -mt- ist unzweifelhaft mit 
dem finnisch-ugrischen -ni- identisch." has—to be the best of my 
knowledge, never been challenged. The view can be expressed from a 
slightly different standpoint—which I prefer to adopt particularly in view 
of the Ostiak form—as follows: Uralic languages have an ordinal suffix 
*-nt ~ -mt. 

Rasanen 1957, 83 hinted at the possible relationship between Finno- 
Ugric and Turkic forms of the ordinal suffix, and in Sinor 1959 I examin- 
ed in detail the Uralic and Altaic occurrences of this morpheme. 
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In Turkic, the typical ordinal suffix is -nèf but forms with a different 
final vowel also occur and in Old and Middle Turkic there are forms 
without the final vowel, e.g. Old Turkic ücünc ‘‘3rd’’. There can be no 
doubt about the fact that these forms result from an -ntV > ncV ~ nč 
development. In fact forms with # do appear in Old and Middle Turkic 
(e.g. tkinti ““2nd’’). In Middle Turkic there are also mr forms to be 
found, which must have developed from an *mtV form. 

Four possibilities can be envisaged concerning the relationship 
between the at. and -mt-forms. 1. The two are unrelated. 2. -ni > mt. 
For purely phonetic reasons such a development is most unlikely, there 
scems to be no reason why a dental nasal followed by a dental explosive 
should develop into a labial nasal. Evolution in the opposite direction, 
Le, 3. -mt > -ntis much more likely. 4. It could be, theoretically at least, 
that no diachronic explanation is possible and that we must assume an 
-mt- ~ -nt- alternation, not unusual in Turkic. Both -2/- and -mi- could 
be posited for Proto Turkic. 

-nt — -mt- could be a compound. The -m ordinal suffix was current in 
Volga Bulgar (cf. Khakimzjanov 1978, 66) and has been preserved, in 
some archaic forms, in Chuvash. The -4 suffix may be traced in Danu- 
bian Bulgar—as argued by Pritsak 1955 passim—though the readings 
are always doubtful. However, evidence provided by other Altaic 
languages would support the existence of a -ti ordinal suffix. 

In Old Mongol there is an ordinal suffix usually given as -tu (e.g. 
Poppe 1955, 249). However, Mongol cardinal numbers with the excep- 
tion of goyar *'2" , all end in -n. Therefore, I think it not too far-fetched 
to imagine that either this final -n has fallen off before the suffix (a com- 
mon occurrence in Mongol), or that it has amalgamated with its initial 
n-. Thus harbantu ‘‘10th’’ = harban + ntu. 

Tunguz ordinal suffixes are difficult to explain, none of them can be 
posited for Proto Tunguz. The most common ordinal suffix, -;, -gi— 
present e.g. in Evenki and Even—-has no connection with any of the 
Uralic, Turkic, or Mongol forms we have examined. The -: form 
originates in -g which I would be tempted to relate with Kamass 
Samoyed ei, e.g. nagur * 3" , nagurgit ‘‘3rd’’. The final -t is, in my view, 
the 3rd person singular possessive suffix -f. The construction is similar 
to that found in Turkic where the -: in the aë form is generally con- 
sidered the 3SgPx. To confirm this view there is a striking Tunguz 
analogy, exemplified by Negidal where the 3SgPx -nin is added to the 
original suffix -gt, e.g. jan ‘‘10’” Jaginin *'10th"'. 

Evenki has yet another suffix, -ipti, -giptt, according to Vasilevié 1958, 
694 a compound, e.g. nadipti **7th"', besides nad: from nadan ‘‘7’’. The 
second element appears on its own in Ude, where the ordinal suffix is -tz, 
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and also in Manchu where the suffix -ct certainly continues an earlier *-ti. 
Whether the -pt- can directly be equated with the Samoyed (and Uralic) 
-mi-, must remain an open question. 

The ordinal suffixes just discussed can be tabulated as follows: 


Uralic Turkic Mongol Tunguz 
1. Tat "nt *ntu ? 
2. *mt *mt ?pti 
3. — *ti tu ti 
4. git — — gi 


Lines 1 and 2 show complete agreement between Proto Uralic and 
Proto Turkic and, for reasons outlined above, the correspondence may 
be extended to include also Proto Mongol. In line 2, the correspondence 
with Tunguz -pti (as in -ipti and -gipti) is hypothetical. Line 3 shows 
agreement within the Altaic group and suggests the possibility of positing 
a Uralic-Altaic primary * ordinal appearing in the compound forms of 
lines 1 and 2. Line 4 represents a formant unconnected with the forms 
listed in lines 1 to 3. Since the git suffix is attested only in Kamass, it is 
almost certainly a loan from Tunguz. 


LEXICAL GORRESPONDENCES 


Earlier in this essay I referred to the difficulties of establishing convinc- 
ing lexical correspondences, and suggested that in Ural-Altaic com- 
parative studies the similarities that struck those who first studied the 
question did not belong to the vocabulary. Of course exceptions can be 
found, such as the Hungarian-Manchu correspondences proposed by 
Gabelentz 1832. 

Nevertheless, the fact remains that of the Uralic-Altaic word cor- 
respondences proposed few can stand up to serious scrutiny. Their prin- 
cipal weakness lies in that the material is culled from only one or two of 
the three Altaic groups. Räsänen 1955 is a clear example of this ap- 
proach. Yet, among the correspondences to be found, there are a few 
which, undoubtedly, belong to the earliest strata of the languages in 
which they are attested. 

In Sinor 1973 I studied such an equation, established between Proto 
Uralic, Proto Tunguz, and Proto Mongol, which I repeat here in a sum- 
mary fashion. 

"urine" PU *kVride/kVée ~ PTU SEHR 

"star" PU “£kuréVikuéV ~ PTU "kucV/*kocV (< *kutV/*kotV) ~ 
PMO *kotV/*kodV 

"nai" PFU *XVacV/*kVéV ~ PTU *kVEV (< *kViV) ~ PMO 
*kVtV/*kVdV (> Samoyed *kViV/*kVdV) 
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It will be noted that this associative group of etymological doublets is 
not represented in Turkic and I would, therefore, be reluctant to 
postulate a Proto Altaic or Proto Ural-Altaic origin. 

Generally speaking, the pattern of word correspondences between the 
five principal groups of Ural-Altaic is inconsistent and difficult to 
interpret 

A good case in point is the Altaic appellations of the horse. In spite of 
its great importance for the economy of Turks and Mongols in historical 
times, the horse has no common name in Altaic. The standard Common 
Turkic word, at, has no cognates in Mongol and Tunguz, and the morin- 
type forms, commonly used for the horses in the latter languages, show 
links with Korean and perhaps Chinese. In Old and Middle Turkic ap- 
pears the word yunt—not a Common Turkic word—which has very clear 
connections with Samoyed yuna, yunta, t’und, etc. and which presupposes 
an original yunta. Since the Samoyed forms have no cognates in other 
Uralic languages and Turkic yunt is also isolated, one would have to see 
in this word the relic of a linguistic substratum which I would hesitate 
to call either Uralic or Altaic. 

Another term for the horse which could be derived from a substratum 
is attested in Turkic, Mongol, and the Ugric languages. The latter have 
a common name for horse—Vogul luv, Dé, Ostiak lau, tau, Hungarian /ó 
reflexes of a Proto-Ugric */ay. I have equated this form with Turco- 
Mongol ulay(a) which in most languages has the meaning of ‘‘relay 
horse’. The initial vowel of the Altaic forms is due to the absence of an 
initial /- in either Turkic or Mongol. The equation may serve as a further 
Ulustration of the services Uralic can render Altaic etymologies and vice 
versa. 


For many years I have been advocating—and sometimes practising 
(e.g. Sinor 1962) the systematic, comprehensive investigation of words 
belonging to the same semantic category. More recently Soviet scholars 
applied this method with great skill as for example in the fine book edited 
by Cincius (1972). While these studies confirm that there are many valid 
correspondences to be found among the Altaic languages, they also raise 
some puzzling questions. Thus for instance L. V. Dmitrieva’s thorough 
study of Altaic tree names (1972) failed to trace one single tree name 
common to Turkic, Mongol, and Tunguz. The fact is rather surprising 
and does not tally well with the theory of one Proto Altaic Ursprache. Even 
more disturbing is the fact—not noticed by Dmitrieva because she 
limited her enquiry to Altaic languages—that such common tree names 
as those referring to various kinds of conifers are identical in Tunguz and 
Finno-Ugric. In Sinor 1975, 251 I have shown that the Common Tunguz 
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name of the pine, Jagda (Proto Tunguz *jVg *}Vk) is obviously linked with 
Vogul yt», Ostiak yux, Cheremis yakte for which a Uralic *yVk can be 
postulated. The Cheremis form may be a loan from Chuvash yaxta but 
this is not a certainty. Dmitrieva 1979, 137 accepts this etymology and 
expands it to include Turkic yeyaë ~ yiyad ‘‘tree’’ which she explains as 
consisting of a Ural-Altaic root *yix ~ *yay and a Turkic suffix -ac. I am 
not quite clear what functions she assigns to this suffix but find her 
comparison acceptable. 

The number of similar examples could be multiplied. They are of great 
importance for the much needed revision of the traditional approach to 
Uralic-Altaic comparative studies. 


CONCLUSION 


One point J have tried to make was that the terms Uralic and Altaic— 
and particularly the second of these—are fairly arbitrary and that, 
whenever the occasion presents itself, linguistic facts pertaining to one of 
these groups should be examined also in relation to data taken from the 
other. The relationship— genetic or other— within each of the two groups 
was discovered by the comparison of forms taken from languages which, 
to begin with, were thought of being related. I am quite certain that if 
from all the Uralic and Altaic languages only the Northern Tunguz and 
Ob-Ugric were known, no one would deny their genetic relationship. In 
fact Northern Tunguz and Uralic are in many respects closer than 
Tunguz and Mongol. Manchu morphology is much closer to Mongol 
than to Northern Tunguz, there are fundamental differences between 
Mongol and Turkic which shows many link with Finno-Ugric. It is clear 
that the relationship between any two of these groups is much more in- 
volved than traditionally suspected. Increased reliance on areal 
linguistics, as practiced e.g. by Hajdü 1969, 1979, may hold the solution 
to many of our problems. A meticulous study of Central Eurasian 
isoglosses cannot but reveal the existence of linguistic areal units which, 
whether or not related genetically with the neighboring regions, share 
with them a number of morphological and lexical elements. 

When not presented on the model of a family tree, the five stocks 
which constitute the Uralo-Altaic group are usually thought of, as it 
were, in a linear way: 

Samoyed-Finno-Ugric // Turkic- Mongol-Tunguz 

It is an underlying assumption that the number of correspondences is 
in an inverse ratio with the distance separating the various stocks in this 
linear representation. However, if the present geographical locations of 
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the five language groups are projected on a map, they fall into a roughly 
circular pattern 


Samoyed Tunguz 
Finno-Ugric Mongol 
Turkic 


A semantic analysis of the Uralo-Tunguz word correspondences show 
that their majority belong to what may be called an arctic vocabulary (cf. 
Sinor 1975, 261). 

Lexical or morphological correspondences seem to follow in part or in 
their totality one of the following routes. What we may call the ‘‘southern 
route’’ would run 


SAMOYED Finno-Ucric Turkic MoncoL MaNcHU 


The ‘‘northern route’’ may be represented in this way: 


Finno-Ucric SAMOYED NORTHERN TUNGUZ 
MoNcor Turkic 


All this is far from simple. When one considers that the position of 
Germanic (not to mention Tokharian!) among the Indo-European 
languages is still the subject of controversy, the obscurity of the Uralic 
and Altaic relationship becomes less surprising. What is certain is that 
Uralic, Altaic, and Uralo-Altaic comparative linguistics should shake 
themselves free from simplistic—black and white, yes and no—solutions. 
This is a fruitful and much neglected field of research and I can but con- 
clude with a suggestion I made years ago, that Uralic and Altaic com- 
parative linguistics should not ignore each other, and that the truth 
should not be proclaimed but searched for. 
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PAR 


D. SINOR 


Le but du présent travail n’est nullement de prouver la parenté 
der deux groupes mentionnés dans le titre, ni méme de reprendre 
la question épineuse de la parenté ouralo-altaique. Je tiens tout de 


méme à préciser que ceci ne signifie pas un renoncement à une 


1) Au cours du présent travail nous n’atiliserons que des abréviations usuelles. 
Ainsi, pour les langues se. (== indo-européennes): av. == avestique, got. = gotique, 
dit. == lituanien, skr. = sanskrit, va. == vieux haut allemand, etc. 

Pour les langues for. (= finno-ongriennes) : est. = estonien, f. = finnois, /p. = lapon, 
m. — magyar (bongrois), md. == mordvine, ost. — ostiak, fei. = tehérémisse, vog. — vogoul, 
bot. == votiak, zury. == zuryéne. Sam. == samoyède. 

Pour les langues turques: en principe les abréviations dn grand dictionnaire de 
Radloff. com. = coman, {chouv. = tchouvache, vfsrc. = vienx-ture, ete. Mong. == mongol, 
tung. == tungus, kalm. = kalmouk, dur. = buriat, ete. 

Données bibliographiques: AKE. = Munkácsi: Ärja és kaukázusi elemek a 
finn-magyar nyelvekben. Budapest 1901; An. Ind. == Bang-Gabain: Analytischer 
Index zu den fünf ersten Stücken der Türkischen Turfan-Texte. Berlin 1931; Adm. = 
ASmarin: Slovaf Euvaëskogo jazyka. I—XII, Kazan-Ceboksary 1928—1937; Boiserg. = 
Boisacq: Dictionuaire étymologique de la langue grecque. 3e éd. 1938; Gabain 
Gramm. == A. von Gabain: Alttirkische Grammatik. Leipzig 1941; Ets, -= Gombocz- 
Melich: Magyar Etymológiai Szótár, fase. 1-—14. Budapest; Grind. = K. Grønbech: 
Komanisches Wörterbuch. Kopenhagen 1942; Mow. — Kownlewskij: Dictionnaire 
mongol-russe-francais. Kasan 1844; Meillet — Meillet: Dictionnaire étymologique de 
la langue latine. 2e éd. Paris 1939. Afusk,— Munkacsi: A votjak nyelv azötara. 
Budapest 1896; Ny. Has. = Szinnyei: Magyar nyelvhasonlitis. 7e éd. Budapest 1927; 
Paas. — Pansonen-Donner: Ostjakisches Wörterbuch. Helsinki 1926; Radl. = 
Radloff: Versuch eines Wörterbuches der Türk-Dialeete. I—IV. St. Petersburg 1893—1911. 
Ramstedt. — Ramstedt: Kalmückisches Wörterbuch. Helsinki 1935; Recherches. — 
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theorie qui m’est chére, bien au contraire: je compte fermement 
la traiter un jour dans toute son ampleur. Mais cette fois-ci il ne 
s'agira que des questions de vocabulaire qui, à mon avis ne peuvent 
fournir des preuves en matiére de comparaisons linguistiques. Si 
la parenté des langues ne peut être prouvée que par des corres- 
pondances morphologiques), les recherches sur le vocabulaire ont, 
à leur tour, également une utilité, considérable aussi du point de 
vue historique. Car si la parenté linguistique de deux groupemehts 
ethniques prouve, sauf le càs des changements de langues, leur 
origine commune, des emprunts de vocabulaire témoigne d'un con- 
tact plus ou moins étroit des deux groupes. Ceci admis, il va de 
soi que des emprunts, s'ils sont suffisamment nombreux et anciens, 
peuvent nous fournir des renseignements historiques et géograpbi- 
ques précieux eur des époques inaccessibles à d'autres investigations. 
C'est là que les recherches sur le vocabulaire peuvent s'intégrer 
dans la synthése historique et c'est dans l'espoir d'apporter quel- 
ques éclaircissements à l'histoire la plus ancienne des peuples de 
lEurasie Centrale que j'ai entrepris ce travail, qui cette fois-ci 
demeurera encore dans le domaine purement linguistique. Il ap- 


partiendra à l'avenir de tirer: les conclusions historiques possibles. 


Sauvageot: Recherches sur le vocabulaire des langues ouralo-altaiques. Paris 1930; 
Walde. = Walde-Pokorny: Vergleichendes Wörterbuch der indogermanischen Sprachen. 
J—II, Berlin 1928; Wied. Wiedemann: Syrjüánisch-deutsches Wörterbuch. 
St. Petersburg 1880. 

Kaïyan est cité d’après l'édition de Brockelmann, les dounées mongnores d'après 
le dictionnaire de Smed/-Mostaert, les mots dahur, dans la plupart des cas, d’après Poppe. 
Si aucune source n'est mentionnée, la référence est la même qu’an mot précédent ainsi 
que quelqnefois au suivant. D'ailleurs j'ai réduit au minimum l’énumération des variantes 
de la méme racine; je n'ai maintenu que le nombre que j'ai jugé suffisant pour la 
compréhension du rapprochement. -Quelques inconséquences ont pu glisser dans la 
transcription des mots finno-ougriens. Ceci est dû à mon désir initial, mais que j'ai 
dû abandonner, d'unifier les transcriptions turques et finno-ougriennes., 

1) J'ai montré récemment (D'un morphème particulièrement repandu dans les langues 
ouralo-altaiques. TP. XXXVII, pp. 135—152.) qu'il est favile de trouver de telles 


correspondances. 
16* 
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Depuis les travaux remarquables de Ramstedt, Pelliot!) et 
d'autres, l'existence d'un *p- initial altaique est généralement 
admise. Les exemples suivants apporteront une preuve nouvelle à 
cette théorie: 

1. KaSyari: aðag - azag -ayag, com. Grönb. ayaq, An. Ind. adag, 
tchouv. Aám. ura, ora etc. ,pied'. 

Le -q final est un suffixe dénominal bien connu, la racine 
primitive devait être, sans aucun doute, “ad ou *ad. 

~vot. Munk. pid ‚Fuss’; zury. Wied. pod ‚Unteres, Unterteil, Fuss’ 

„ie, *ped- *pod- ,pied', par exemple skr. pad-, gr. roue, rodde 
lat. pes. pedis etc. *) 

Déjà Toivonen s'est aperçu de la parenté des formes finno- 
ougriennes et indo-européennes *). 

2. Käëyari arqa; com. Grönb. arqa, etc. ,dos'. La racine est 
*ar, qui se retrouve également en com. Grônb. art ‚After, Hinterer’, 
An. Ind. art ‚Rücken, Hilfe’ ete. 

~mong. aru ‚der Hinterteil’; kalm. Ramstedt ark” 'hinten- 
gelegen, jenseitig, nördlich’, ar” ‚hinter, die Hintere od. Rückseite, 
Norden’; dahur argan ‘Rücken; die Nordseite eines Berges’, etc. 

-m. far ,derriére, croupe, fesses’; vog. pdr, püri ete. ‚zurück’; 
ost. pir ‚hinter etwas befindlich, Raum hinter etw.; zury. bèr 
‚Hinterraum, Hinterteil’. fi. perä ‚eroupe, derrière’, eto. *) 

Ramstedt 5) compare le mot fi. perä avec gold. piye (<*pere) 
‚Unterer', piá (<*pereksi) ‚hinab, hinunter’, pid’gela ,unter'; ma. 


1) Ramstedt: Yin anlautender stimmloser Tabial in der mongolisch-türkischen 
Ursprache. JSFOu. XXXII. 2. Pelliot: Les mots a H initiale aujonrd'hui amuie dans le 
inóngol des XIITe et XIVe siècles. JA. 1925, T, pp. 193—263. 

2) Cf. Mörllet et Walde. 

8) JSFOu, XXXIV, 2, p. 45. 

4) Cf. Efsz. et Ny. Has. p. 25. Les rapprochements ie. dounés par ANF. p. 258, 
par suite de difficultés sémantiques, ne sont pas cohvainennts. D'après Efez., Anderson 
(Studien zur Vergleichung der indogermanischen und finnisch-ugrischen Sprachen.) aurait 
donné des correspondances indo-europé ^nnes, mais je ne suis pas parvenu à les y découvrir. 

5) JSFOn, XXXII, 2, p. 4. 
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fere ‚Boden, Unterteil, unterer Filz der Zeltwand’, fejile (<*fergile) 
unten’; tung. Cast. drgtld, hdrgild Ad, ärä, härä ,Boden'. Cette 
somparaison, quoique possible, vu les difficultés sémantiques, ne 
parait pas étre aussi conyaincante que celle que nous venons de 
suggérer. On peut se demander si les deux groupes de mots ne 
remontent pas à la même racine primitive qui a pu se développer 
dans deux sens différents. Il est intéréssant de noter que ni Ram- 
stedt, ni Sauvageot!).ne font mention des formes mongoles précitées. 

8. Kajvari, osm. oyul ‘Sohn, Junge’ etc. La racine est: *oy- 

„m. fi; vog. piv; ost. pax etc. ‘fils’ ?). 

Sauvageot $) compare les formes finno-ougriennes avec des mots 
tungus comme: gold pikta ‘Kind, Sohn’; oléa pikte ‘Junges von 
Tieren’ ete. 

4. Turc.: dng, osm. : ‘le devant’, An. Ind.: ‘Osten, vorn, früher’, 
Houtsma: ‘was vorn ist’, tel. leb. Sor. kir. krm. Radl.: ‘die Vorder- 
seite, das Antlitz’; com. Grönb. ön ‘die Vorderseite, der Raum vor 
etwas’, etc. 

~m. fö ‘tête, principal, capital, chef, premier, partie supérieure 
des objets’; vog. pung, pum, pun ‘Ende, Grenze, Spitze’; vog. 
peng etc. ‚Kopf, Anfang’; fi. pää ‚Kopf, Ende’, etc. *). 

La forme primitive finno-ougrienne comportait, comme géné- 
ralement admis, un "y ou tn “ng final. 

„sam. T. feai ‚Ende, Gipfel, Ausserstes'. 

~mong. Kow. äkin ,téte’; kalm. Ramstedt ekn ‚Anfang, Erstes, 
Oberstes, Ursprung, Anfang des Flusses, Quelle, Gehirn’, ete. Le 
mot comportait autrefois un A- initial, trace d'un *p- primitif). 
Encore aujourd'hui: dahur xeki, monguor xeGi ‚source, commen- 


cement’. 


1) Recherches. p. 8. 

2) Cf. Eisz. ,,férj” et ,,fial”. 3) Recherches. p. 27 et niv. 
4) Cf. Eis, „fej” et 6", Ny. Has. p. 48, KSz. XIII, p. 252, 

5) Cf. Pelliot, JA. 1925, I. p. 209, Ramstedt JSFOu. XXXI, 2, p. 3. 
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„ma. fexi ,Gehirn’. 

La différence entre les consonnes finales turques et mongoles 
s'explique très bien par la forme finno-ougrienne. Les mots ouraliens, 
mongols et mandchous ont été déjà comparés entre eux par Sau- 
vageot!). Les doutes émis à ce sujet par Etez. fasc. XIT, col. 181, 
ne sont pas justifiés. 

5. m. fan?) ,duvets, poils du pubis’; vog. pun, pon; ost. piin 
‘Haar, Feder’; md. pona „poils, line’; tch. pn „poils, duvets, 
plume’; fi. puna ,rougeur, rouge”). 

-com. Grönb. yun ,Haar’; osm. azerb. kar.leb. Radl. yün ‚das 
Tierhaar, die Wolle’; Ibn Mühanná yin ‚duvet d'oiseau’; Houtsma : 
yük Flaum’, yüng ,Wolle'; Käßyari: yüng ‚Haar, Wolle, Baumwolle’. 

Le point faible de cette comparaison est le y- initial des formes 
turques. Il est vrai, comme nous allons d’ailleurs le voir plus loin, 
que la prothèse d'un y- est très fréquente, mais on désirerait tout 
de même voir au moins une donnée sans le y- prothétiqne. Si une 
pareille forme se présentait je ne garderais aucun doute au sujet 
de ce parallèle. Mais je pense que même dans l’état des faits les 
difficultés ne sont pas insurmontables. 

Elles peuvent étre levées en rapprochant du groupe ture précité, 
Käsyari: ëng ,Farbe', etc. Du point de vu phonétique rien ne s'y 
oppose, vu les formes en -ng de Kñäyari et du vocabulaire de 
Leyde. Le côté sémantique n’est pas moins clair, les former finno- 
ougriennes et les exemples de Gomhocz en témoignent. 


1) Recherches. p. 27 et suiv. 

2) Cf. Etez. et Ny. Has. p..144. 

3) Gomboce (A magyar történeti nyelvtan vázlata. Pécs 1926, p. 86) explique cette 
évolution sémantique, anrprenante au premier abord, par divers exemples, dont gr. gët 
Couleur”, pue ,pean’; fi. karna „poils et couleur'. Jf. Pelliot attire mon attention sur un 
exemple iranien: avest, gauna poil et conlenr'. Cf. J. Preyluski: Une étoffe orientale, 
le kavnakes. JIRAS 1981, pp. 339—347. M. Prlliot estime que l'emploi d'nn méme 
mot pour ,poil" et ,,couleur" est vraisemblablement le fait des éleveurs de chevaux, car 
c'est seulement chez les chevaux que Ia grande variété des robes a pn donner naissance 
à cette double acception. . Mist OCR Lb hh 
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La question présente une extension inattendue si nous prenons 
en considération qu'il est difficile de séparer dng ,couleur', de öng 
‚le devant, la téte'. Nous avons un cas analogue en. m. szin, qui 
signifie indifféremment ,surface’ et ,couleur' et doit souvent être 
traduit en francais par: ,devant'. Dans la phrase hongroise: Isten 
színe elött ,devant Dieu’, le mot szín est employé exactement de 
la même façon que ön, dans la phrase comane: tengeri ónünde ‚vor 
Gott’ !). 

Nous aurions donc affaire et dans le turc et dans le fgr. à un 
doublet étymologique du type chaire~ chaise, ou allemand Reiter ~ 
Ritter. 

L’evolution’ a di se passer de la facon suivante: 

Une forme primitive ouralo-altaique *ping~*pin ‚surface, ex- 
térieur, le devant’ donne d'une part en fgr.: “ping „début, limite, 
fin, tête’ et "pin poils, duvets, laine, couleur (rouge)’; d'autre part 
en turc: öng-ön Je devant’ et avec y- prothétique: yün-yüng 
poils, duvets, laine’. Tout ceci paraît peut-être un peu compliqué, 
mais il ne faut pas perdre de vue que les données proviennent de 
toute l'étendue du domaine ouralo-altaique, et malgré cela il ne 
reste dans le développement aucune lacune que nous soyons obligés 
de combler par une hypothèse. 

Pour le mot mandchou funiyehe ,cheveux, poils’, ainsi que pour 
juèen fen-yi-li-he, Pelliot établit une racine *fun qui doit remonter 
à *pun. „Quant au premier élément “fur du mot juden et mandchou 
— dit Pelliot?) — peut-étre est-il simplement le correspondant de 
mong. hüsün, üsün (celui-ci serait alors une formation secondaire 
en -sün).” 

Sauvageot) met les formes mong., ma. et juéen en rapport 
avec le groupe fgr. indiqué précédemment. 


1) Grónó. p. 183, Cod. Cum. p. 124, ed. Kuun, p. 166. 
2) JA. 1925, I. p. 235 
8) Recherches. p. 21. 
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‚Je ne saurais dire si la supposition formulée trés prudemment 
par Pelliot et acceptée entièrement par Sauvageot est: juste ou non. 
La disparition du -n final mongol devant le suffixe -siin ne cause 
pas de difficultés, mais par contre la présence de ce suffixe n'im- 
plique tout de méme pas l'existence d'un -n. C'est certainement 
pour cela que Pelliot n'était pas plus affirmatif et c'est pourquoi 
je propose l'hypothése que voici: 

Dans un récent article!) Pelliot a démontré que le A- initial 
mongol ne remonte pas toujours A un ancien *p-, mais parfois à 
*k- ou *g-. Il n'y a done aucun inconvénient à admettre que le 
mot mongol hfsün ,cheveux' soit la forme amuie d'un ancien *küs 
qui serait peut-étre à rapprocher de ie. *kes ,cheveux’, attesté en 
lat. caesariés, skr. kesarah, P vel. kosa, kosu?). 

6. Kāšyarī, alt. tar. šor. osm. Radl. éíski ‘alt’; šor #24 früher; 
koib. ezä jd. 

-vog. Paas. pes, peš ‚alt’; zury. Wied. ped; vot .Munk. pes ‚alt, 
Ahn’ dans: peé-aj ,Grossvater'. Si je comprends bien, Munkácsi 
considére ce mot comme une variante de vot. pere$ ,alt, Ahn'. Voir 
aussi: ost. Paas. piros ‚alt, (von Geschépfen)’; zury. Wied. piryé ‚alt, 
hinfällig, schwach’. Malheureusement il me manque les éléments 
‘voulus pour entrer dans le détail, mais je ne pense guère que les 
formes vog. vot. zury. soient issues de pereí. — Ont. Pans. asiay 
‚alt (v. lebenden Wesen)’ est peut-être un emprunt ture; je no vois 
pas comment expliquer autrement l'absence du p- initial. 

~mong. dein, kalm. ek» ‚Ursprung, Anfang’ sont rattachés par 
Ramstedt aux mots tures précités. °) 


T. Käsyari: ðs- ‚wehn’, dsin , Wind’; osm. es- ,souffier, venter’, ctc. 


1} Les formes avec et sans g- (Ei initial en turc et en mongol. TP. XXXVII, 
p. 73—101. 

2) Cf. Walde et Meillet. 

3) Cf. aussi Pelliot, JA. 1925, I. p. 246. 
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le. *pes- ‚blasen, wehn'!), par exemple: visl. fonn ,Schneewche, 
Schneehaufe’, russe pachnut. 

8. Käsyari: ds ‚männliche Schamteile'. 

~m. fasz ,pénis'; lp. buocéa, pidé ,id.’. *) 

~sam. Jur. passi, post, pasy ,weibliches Glied’. *) 

~ie. *pes- ‚penis’, par exemple: skr. pdsah ; lat. penis (<*pesnis); 
gr. weog.*) 

9. Käëyari: ar- ‚müde werden’; com. Grónb. ar- ,ermiiden’, etc. 

~m. fär-ad ‚se fatiguer, se donner de la peine’. Etsz. ne donne 
pas d’etymologie certaine:? vog. par- ‚enden, ein Ende nehmen’; 
zury. vot. bir-, biri- ‚zu Ende gehen, vergehen, untergehen, verloren 
gehen, zugrunde gehen’. Sauvageot5) mentionne des mots mongols qui, 
& mon avis, ne peuvent étre rapprochés des formes finno-ougricnnes. 

10) m. forr ,bouillir, bouillonner’. D’aprés Etsz. l’origine de ce 
mot n'est pas définitivement éclaircie. Toutefois doivent être pris en 
considération: vog. purkh- ,sieden’; vot. birdkt- ‚sieden, aufsieden, 
aufkochen (intrans.)’; zury. bired ,Aufwasser auf dem Eise, Schaum 
auf Kochendem' ; md. pura- ‚strudeln’, puramo ‚Strudel, Wasserwirbel’ ; 
fi. porise- ‚Blasen werfen, sprudeln’, pore ‚Blase’; est. po(u)rise- 
‚sprudeln, hervorsprudeln, mit Geräusch fliessen’. 

-sam. Jur. Castr. piriu, pirieu; sam. Jen. fedi’abo, feri'aho 
,kochen'. °) 


1) Cf. Walde. Les formes indo-enropéennes marquées d'un astérisque sont évidemment 
hypothétiques. Si nous les donnons tout de même, dans la plupart des cas d'après Walde, 
c'est surtout pour rendre plus clair le rapprochement. Quelquefois, comme par exemple 
dans le cas présent, la forme reconstruite ne me parait pas suffisamment fondée. 

2) Cf. Efsz. 

3) Cf. Setälä JSFOu. XXX, 5, p. 55. 

4) Cf. Boisacg et Meillet. C'est. Munkéesi (AKE. p. 258) qui le premier a mis en 
parallèle les formes ie. et fgr. 

5) Recherches. p. 51. 

6) Mais cf. Setälä JSFOu. XXX, 5, p. 75, qni rapproche ces mots de fer. vog. 


pitim, m. fa(s), zury, puny, md. pidems. Le rapport entre les mots fer. est eertain (cf. 
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-mong. Kow. oryilqu ‘bouillir, moueser, bouillonner’. 

Sauvageot!) compare le groupe finno-ougrien avec mong. Kow. 
buryila- ,bouillonner'. Au prime ahord nous serions tentés d'écarter 
ce rapprochement, car les exemples nous ont montré qu'en face 
du *p- ouralo-altaique — on me permettra d'employer ici ce 
terme — le mongol a h- ou Ø. Or, Ramstedt et Pelliot ont remarqué 
que dans certains cas, en face du *p- altaique, le ture ne présente 
pas Ø, mais b-. Par exemple: goldi palua; ma. folyo, folho; mong. 
aluqa ; turc balga ‚marteau’. Pelliot, avec sa clairvoyance coutumière, 
écrit: *) „Peut-être faut-il admettre que, dés avant le processus *p 
ou *9->h>/), le *p- ou *d-initial était passé en prototure à 
b- dans un certain nombre de mots et s’est ainsi maintenu”. Si nous 
envisageons la correspondance fgr. p- ~mong. b- en connaissance de 
ces faits, nous ne l'écarterons pas, mais nous l'utiliserons pour élargir 
la théorie de Pelliot dans ce sens, qu'en face d'un *p- ouralo-altaique 
non seulement le ture, mais aussi d'autres langues altaïques peuvent 
présenter un b-. 


La situation se présente donc à peu prés de la facon suivante: 





ee 


également Ny. Has. p. 149) et ils remontent tous À une forme primitive: *p3gs. 
(Cf. Ets: „fo.”) Cette famille de mots a été rattachée par Munkdern (ARE. p. 280) à 
la racine ie. représentée par gr. wéoow (<*rex-) ‚faire cuire’, skr. paktd ,Koch', tochB. 
pepaksu „gekocht, etc. 

Sauvageot (Recherches. p. 31) reconstitne pour le sam. et le tung. une racine 
*oyk-p5y, s'appliquant A la ,chalenr", dont les représentants seraient, du côté onralien: 
sam.T. fekagd ‚heiss (Tag, Stein, Wasser)’, sam.f), pi, ‚warm, heiss, Wärmr', la famille 
,Cuire" mentionnée précédemment, ost. pem ‚Hitze, heisser Dampf’, vog. pém heiss’: et 
quelques antres mots que, pour des raisons phonétiques, je ne considère pra comme 
appartenant au même groupe. Mais il est difficile de nier les rapports qui semhient 
lier les mots samoyédes précités à tung. Castr. Addn heirs’, goldi paw Hitze’ etc. 
En ce qui concerne le groupe: m. fo ete., il reste évidemment à voir ai les mots 
désignant la chaleur peuvent être mis en rapport avec ceux désignant l'netion de 
„euire”. 

1) Recherches. p. 51. 

2) JA. 1925, 1. p. 262. 
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®n- (ouralo-altaique)————————————————— ie. *p- 
0 


fer. *p- altaique *p- 
/\ turc ,"p- mong. *p- tung. p- 
7 
langues fgr. / 
© b- © b- 


La question se complique, si nous prenons en considération: lat. 
ferveö- ,bouillir, être bouillant ou bouillonner’; irl. berbaim ‘je bous’; 
gall. herwi ,bouillir’ ect.?) qui remontent tous à une forme primitive 
ie. *bher- ct qui doivent étre rattachés aux formes fgr. et mong. précitées. 
J’ai un autre exemple de ce genre: 

11. m. ftir ‘bohren’; ost, për ,Bohrer’; vog. purd ‚Ahle, Pfriemen, 
Penis eines Knaben’; fi. pura ,Bohrer'. Cf. Etez. 

„sam. Jur. Cast. pare’ ,pare'e; sam. O. pur (?< turo) ‚Bohrer‘. 

„Käsyari: ir ,Bohrer’. Dans ce cas la correspondance est régulière : 
fgr. *p- - turc (7; mais il est difficile de ne pas rattacher à ce groupe des 
mots comme: com. Grönb. burar ,Bohrer’ etc. Sauvageot?) oppose au 
groupe Ter, ci-dessus: kaz. bgrau ,Bohrer' etc. 

- tung. Castrén burgui ,Bohrer’, burguidam ,bohren’. 

„lat. forö- ,percer, trouer, foret; vha. boron; gr. Dapdwor ‘ils 
labourent’ ; arm. brem ‚je déterre, je creuse’; alb. birs rou, *) ont 
comme racine: ie. *bher-. Les groupes fgr. et ie. ont été confrontés 
pour la première fois, pour autant que je sache, par Anderson‘). 

Il serait évidemment. prématuré de tirer des conclusions de 
grande importance de ces deux exemples qui, toutefois, me parais- 
sent étre bien fondés. Mais je ne puis m’empécher de faire remar- 
quer que dans les cas où les langues altaiques nous montrent h- 
au lieu de CO, ou bien b- et Ø, la correspondance ie., s’il y en a, 


est *hh- et non *p-, comme dans les autres cas. Serait-ce le signe 


1) Ct. Meillet. 2) Recherches. p. 49. 3) Cf. Meillet. 
4) Cf. aussi Wiklund, MO. I. p. 60, Setälö, JSFOu. XXX, 5, p. 85. 
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de l'existence d'une labiale sonore initiale ouralo-altaique, ou bien 
devrons-nous admettre un jour l'existence de deux phonémes ouralo- 
altaiques: *p-! et *p-?? L'avenir nous montrera si notre conjecture, 
prononcée à titre absolument hypothétique, s'avère. juste ou doit 
disparaitre. 

12. Un autre groupe de mots n'est peut-étre qu'un doublet 
étymologique du précédent: 

m. forog ,sich herumdrehen, kreisen, wirbeln'; vog. poyér- 
‚rollen, sich wälzen’; vot. porjal- ‚sich drehen, kreiseln’; md. purřa- 
‚drehen, winden, umdrehen, verrenken'. !) 

„ma. foro- ,drehen', foryon ,Umlauf'; goldi poro- ,drehen'; 
tung. Cast. horol- ‚umfahren (tr.)’; mong. orei- ‚ringsum gehen, 
sich wenden’, or&im ‚Umkreis, Care t E LS = 

~? alt. tel. küär. Radl. drd-, sag. koib. kač. erä- ‚schrauben, 
einschrauben’. Cette comparaison me parait assez hypothetique; par 
contre com. Grönb. bur- ‚drehen, winden’; alt. tel. leh. Sor, bar, 
Radi. pur- ‘id.’; alt. tel. leb. Sor, sig. koib. Radl. pury ‚die Schraube'; 
Bor. Radi. purba ,id.’, ne peuvent être séparés des formes Ter, et 


mong. susmentionnées. *) 


Les correspondances ouralo-altaïques suivantes nous montrent 
une belle régularité phonétique : 

1. m. tiz; ost. fut; vog. teüt ‘feu’. 

~sam. Jur. fu; sam. O. tü; sam. T. tvi ,Feuer'.*) 

- mong. Kow. tüle- ‘brûler’, tile combustible, le bois de chauffage, 
la flamme’; monguor tuliř- „brûler, éprouver une excessive chaleur, 
se brüler.*) 

- ma. Cab. dule- ‚verbrannt werden, brennen‘. 


1) Cf. Ers: 
2) Cf. Ramstedt, JSFOu. XXXII, 2, p. et Pelliot JA. 1925, I. p. 262. 


3) Cf. Nw. Harp. 142. doe (on 
4) Cf. également: zury. vot, #7; teh. fei, tol; md, fol; fi. fw; Ip. dolla ‘feu’. 
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2. m. köt lier, attacher’; vog. ket- Ad: vot. kitk- atteler’; 
fi. kytke- attacher, lier qqchose à qqchose’. !) 

~mong. küli- ,binden'; kalm. Ramstedt kil!xa ‚binden, fest- 
binden’; mong. köl-, kaim. Ramstedt köllxa ‚mit einem Reittier 
(od. Wagenpferd) versehen; sich für eine Reise bereit machen’, 
mär! köllxa ‚ein Pferd anspannen od. satteln’; monguor k’uoli- 
‚lier, attacher, atteler’. 

~sag. koib..Radl. köl- ‚anspannen (ein Pferd)’; tel. Radl. kül- 
„Hände und Füsse binden’. 

3. m. köz. ‚Intervalle’; ost. kot ‚id.’; vog. götil ,Mitte’.*) 

~mong. Kow. 700! rivière, fleuve, courant d'une rivière ..., centre, 
le milieu’; kalm. Ramstedt gol ‚Mitte, mittlerer Teil, das Mittiere..., 
Flussbett, Flusstal, Fluss’; monguor Gor ,riviére, fleuve, espace 
entre deux montagnes où une rivière a eu ou a encore son lit’. 

~vture. uig. day. gol ,Talhóhung ohne Fluss’. 

~ma. yolo ‚Mitte, Flusstal’. 

4. m. méz ,miel’; zury. ma; vot. mu; tch. mii; md. m’ed’; 
fi. mete-; lp. mitt ,id.”.5) 

~skr. mddhu; gr. þv; irl. mid; vha. möto; ebe. meda ‘Hydromel’.*) 

~chinois Bf mi («*mi?t). 

-Käsyari: bal Dong": tchouv. Asm. pil ,id.’ etc. 

~mong. Kow. bal; kalm. Ramstedt bal; monguor Bar etc. ,miel’.*) 

1) Cf. Ny. Has. p. 151. 

2) Cf. Ny. Has. p. 156, Paas. p. 86. 

3) Cf. Ny. Has. p. 145. 

4) Cf. Hirt: Indogermanische Grammatik T. p. 89, et Meillet. Pour autant que je 


sache, c'est Thomsen (déjà dans le ,,Beréringer’’) qui le premier a mis en parallèle les 
groupes fgr. et. ie. 

5) Ailleurs (Études sur l’Enrasie Centrale. Bnll. de Litt. Ecel. Toulouse, 1943, p. 50 
et suiv.) j'ai déjà attiré l'attention sur la signification historique de cette correspondanre, 
Mais le probléme a également un côté purement linguistique qni ne doit pas passer 
inaperçu. Le sens primitif du groupe ie. mentionné est: hydromel. Mais nous avana une 
autre famille de mots, dont le sens est ,,miel": lat, me’; gr. gear; irl. mil; got. milip etc. 
On peut se demander si les formes altsiques ne nous rapprochent pas de l'explication 


des rapports entre les denx groupes indo-européens? Je suis tenté de croire que uéA et 
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Le changement b-m est fréquent — Németh en a donné déja 
des exemples finno-ougriens — tures!) — mais une superstition 
linguistique ne l'admet que devant une nasale.*) Le non-fondé de 
cette théorie ressort déjà des exemples suivants, dont le nombre 
pourrait étre considérablement augmenté: 

Kasvari: buzayu, com. Grónb. buzar-buzor, tob. kir. Radl. buzan, 
-turki Radl. muzai, kkir. Radl. muzö, ,veau'; Kasyari: burcag 
‚Bohnen’, kir. Radl. bur3aq ,Erhse’, osm. trkm. chiv. Radl. burcaq 
,Erbse', etc. ~tuba, Sor, Radl. mřrčaq ,Erbse'; Käëyari, com. Grónb. 
buz, bask. Pröhle boð, yak. Bóhtlingk bus, tchouv. Asm. pir, glace’ 
~tar. kirg. kkirg. Rad]. muz, alt. tel. Radi. mus ,id.’. A ce dernier 
groupe correspond: 

mong. Kow. mösün:miüsin (miilstin) ,glace’; kalim. Ramstedt 
msn; dahur meise, meis; khalkha mile; ord. mésu; monguor morDze; 


Sironyol mursy. boul m era ^ Fach 





Vëëtu ne sont que des doublets, resultant de denx développements divergents de In même racine 
indo-enropéenne. La solution du problème appartiendra évidemment aux indo-enropeanistes, 
mais je pense que les langues ouralo-nltaiquea seront, dans plns d'un cns en état de 
fournir des précisions sur des questions de vocabulaire indo-européennes, Un exemple 
probant nous est donné par la famille de mots ie. suivante: lat. p/vmbum, gr. pdéarpoe, 
méAufdoc, epid. Béarpos, vha. dito. Hirt (de. Gramm. I, p. 168), Baisarg y voient un 
emprunt. Meillet (Dict. étym. p. 781.) écrit: „Origine obsenre, comme pour plusieurs 
autres noms de métaux. Sans donte emprunté ... à une Jangne méditerranéenne (ibere? 
le plomb venait d'Espagne) ...". D’après moi la solution doit être cherchee ailleurs, à 
savoir dans les mots finno-ongriens: vog. @i/am, m. dom plomb qui remontent à une 
racine ayant un*@- initinl, La connexité des groupes fer. et ie. me parait évidente. 

Les langues Ter, connaissent un autre nom de métal: m. tin (<Co/no) étain"; ost. utn 
,id.'; vog. an argent, or, monnaie'; tch. Brina, Buina ,plomb, étain’, qui n'est peut-être 
qu'un doublet du groupe précédemment indiqné. 

Le rapprochement suggéré par Miklosieh (Etym. Wb! der slav. Spr., Wien 1836) 
entre sl. oloro, signifiant en général ,plombh", en russe: étain", pr. a/wis ‚plomb’, 
lit. alvas ,étain', lett. a/ra d'une part et les formes précitées d'autre part nécessite encore 
quelques éclaircissements. 

1) Az urali és török nyelvek ösi kapesolntai, Nyelvtudományi Közlemények XLVII. 

2) Daos les limites d’un même dialecte ct à l’intérieur du même mot, les changements 
b~m sont dûs, dans la plupart des cas, à l'influence d'une nasale suivante. Mais dans 
notre cas il ne s'agit même pas d'un changement conditionné ou non, mais d'une évolution, 


dont le résultat est la correspondance: fer. ic.*m.- ~altaique*é-. 
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~zury. Wied. moz ,Eisrinde auf dem Schnee’; ost. Paas. mur 
‚Schnee auf den Ästen der Baume’. 

„sam. Kam. Castr. boi Bis’. 

Nons connaissons assez bien d'une part l'instabilité du timbre 
vocalique finno-ougrien, d’autre part la frequence des changements 
de classe dans les langues altaiques, pour ne pas nous &tonner de 
la prédominance des formes palatales dans le mongol. Le Z de la 
forme littéraire mongole doit étre d’origine secondaire. La question 
de la consonne finale est plus ardue: en face du -z turc nous 
atfendrions partout en mongol, -r, que nous ne retrouvons que dans 
les dialectes monguor et Sironyol. Les formes Ter, ne s'expliquent 
pas non plus trés bien; et tout particuliérement le rhotacisme de 
la forme ostiak ne facilite pas la solution du probléme. Tout compte 
fait: la connexité de ces mots est indéniable, mais je ne saurais 
préciser pour le moment la nature de leur liaison. 

La correspondance fgr. *m- ~mong. *b- se manifeste aussi en: 

m. meleg chaud’ ; ost. melak“, mélak‘,id.’ ; vog. málit temps doux’?). 

~mong. Kow. büligen-büliyen ‚chaud, thermal’; kalm. Ramstedt 
bülen, mälen ‚lau ‚laulich’; monguor Bielidn ‚tiede’; ord. Bulen id.’ 
Les mots hongrois et kalmouk ont été rapprochés par Ramstedt. *) 

5. ost. Paas. Going, joLpo ‚Quelle’;? tch. Yul ,Volga’. 

-„Käsyari yul ,Quelle’; koib. kač. Radl. yu? ‚der Bach, das 
Bergfliisschen’ etc. 

~? mong. Julai; kalm. Ramstedt zulä ,Fontanelle'. 

6. m. kéz; ost. kèt, ot: vog. kät; zury. vot. ki; tch. kit; 
md. k’ed’; fi. käte- ‚main’.®) 

~mong. Kow. var ,main'; dahur yari; monguor Gar ‚main, 
bras, patte de devant des animaux’; kalm. Ramstedt yar ‚Hand, 
Arm’, d’après Ramstedt: ture gar? ,bras' ( m. kar ,id.’). 


1) Cf. Ny. Has. p. 158. 
2) Kalm. Wd. p. 66. 
3) Cf. Ny. las. p. 23. 
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7. m. ház; ost. xót; tch. ku3o; md. kud, kudo; fi. kota, maison’. 

-sam. Jur. Cast. Adrad; sam Taw. korn’ ‚maison’.!) 

~mong. Kow. ger; kalm. Ramstedt ger; monguor Ger etc. ,maison’. 

„ie. *get-, -*got-, par exemple: av. kata- ‚Kammer, Vorratskammer, 
Keller od. dgl.’; persan kad; got. hepa; all. ‚Hans; maison’. 2) 

8. vog. it ,nord-'; ost. Paas jit, 77 ‚Norden, nord-’. 

~vturc Gabain yir, yir, yiri, tr ‚dort, jenseits, links, Norden’, 
mais aussi: Kasvari ir ,Sonnenseite’. 

Les formes finno-ougriennes, comme d’ailleurs toutes celles citées 
dans les exemples 1—8, remontent à des racines ayant un -*{--*d 
final. Il ressort de ces correspondances qu’en face du fgr. (ie.) 
-*t--*5, les langues altaiquos présentent une liquide. 

eee initial paraft étre commun aux langues ouralo-altaiques: 

1. m. sok ,beaucoup’; vog. šok, 848 ,id.’; ost. &x ,dense'; zury. 
[Sek "id; teh. t80k 'id.'*) 

~osm. krm. sag. Radl. Zog ‚viel, zuviel’, ete. 

2. m. sfr ,pleurer'; vog. ärr-; vot. t/Sirekjal-, t'ferekjal-; zury. 
l'5irist-; tch. t'SaryiZ-, tsory82-; md. sejere-; lp. t'Sierr?-, ,crier, 
hurler, piailler’. *) 

~ Ka&yari darla- ‚weinen, schreien’, érrlaï- zusammen schreien 
(Kinder, Elephanten)'. 

9. m. csepp, csepeg; vot. t’8op; teh. érrem; liv. sip*', goutte, resp. 
goutter’. 5) 

~mong. Kow. čib ,goutte'; kalm. Ramstedt (4 H „onom. für das 
Tropfen’, tšibdžynnyn ‚Fallen (von Tropfen), tröpfeln’. 


1) Cf. également Setäla, TSFOu. XXX, 5, p. 77. 

2) Cf. Walde et AKE. p. 332. 

8) Le mot hongrois sok a été mis en parallele depuis fort longtemps avec les formes 
turques. Toutefois je n'ai pas connaissance d'une comparnison sériense entre les groupes 
fgr. et turc. 

4) Cf. Ny. Has. p. 29. 

5) Cf. Eis, et Ny. Has. p. 147. 
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Pour finir je donne encore quelques correspondances isolées 
qui me paraissent être tout à fait convaincantes: 

1. vog. kel! ‚mot, nouvelle’; ost. ke? ,id.’; zury. Ail langue, 
parole, mot’; vot. kil ‚langue, mot’; md. k’el’ langue’; fi. kiele 
d. ; lp. kéella jid..!) 

-Käsyari käläčü ,Rede’. 

. mong. Kow. kele langue’; kalm. Ramstedt keln ‚Zunge, Sprache, 
Nachricht". 

2. m. üsző génisse’; vog Gési» ‘le veau du renne, md. raz 
veau’; fi. vasa ‘id.; Ip. vass ‘un petit veau du renne’.?) 

~ Käsyari buzayu; com. Grönb. buzav~buzov; bask. Pröhle boddu; 
tob. kir. Radl. buzau; tchouv. Aëm. piru (> m. borjit) ete., ‘veau’. 

-mong. Kow. birayu ,veau'; kalm. Ramstedt börü ‚Kalb im 
zweiten Jahre', etc. 

3. m. daru; vog. tari, tariy; ost. (arx, tar; zury. vot. turi 
grue’. ?) 

-Houtsma, Kaávari com. Grönb. turna; bask. Pröhle tirna, 
torna; vturc Gabain turungaya; tchouv. t$rád (> tch. tura), etc. 
rue’. 

~mong. Kow. toyoriu ,grue'; kalm. Ramstedt tur"G ‚irgendein 
Vogel, im Olótischen: Kranich’; kalm. Ramstedt toyran ‚Kranich’; 
burj. fogorung ,id.’. 

~tong. Castrén tokorof, tokorou. *) 

La encore il m'est impossible pour le moment d'éclaircir les 
rapports existant entre les différentes formes. En partie nous avons 
certainement affaire à une parenté, mais de nombreuses formes 
doivent être des emprunts plus ou moins anciens. Toutefois la 
connexité des différentes formes est certaine. 

1) Cf. Ny. Has. p. 28. 

2) Cf. Ny. Jlas. p. 143. AKE. p. 618 et suiv. donne des correspondances indo- 


européennes qui ne me paraissent pas être suffisamment fondées. 
3) Cf. Efsz. et Ny. Has. p. 144. 4) Voir aussi jap. (ere ,erne’. 
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La liste des correspondances indo-européano — altaïques s'allonge 
des exemples suivants: 

1. ie. Zoo voir, par exemple: skr. dci; lat. oculus; got. augo.!) 

~Kāšyarī ug- ,verstehen', ogi/- ‚gelesen werden’; osm. com. 
Grónb. oqu- Jegen", ete. Pour le changement sémantique cf. rideo~olda, 

2. ie. *glau- ,pleurer', par exemple: gr. xAæiw; alb. Alan.?) 

~Kasvari, An. Ind. yiyla- ,weinen’; Käsyari yiylas- ‚zusammen 
weinen’, ?>laë- ‚für sich weinen‘. Le :- initial est de caractère 
prothétique et s'explique par le fait que les mots tures ne peuvent 
commencer par un groupe de consonnes.*) Le y- est également dû 
à une prothèse qui se produit très fréquemment devant des initiales 
vocaliques, et tout particulièrement devant 7.4) Cf. l'exemple bien 
connu: tki-yigirmi, et aussi vture: ir-yir Norden, fr: air ‚Gesang, 
Musik’, Kasyari iliy~yiliy lau’, armayan-yarmagan ,Geschenk’, 
ögür-yögür ‚Hirse’, etc. 

3. ie. *kes- ‚couper’, par exemple: skr. résati ‚schneidet, metzgt, 
metzelt’; lat. castro- couper’; gr. xéaêw spalte’: vbg. kosa Sense’: 
irl. ceis lance’ (< *kesti). 5) 

~Käšyarī käs- abschneiden’; kir. kkir. sag. koib. kač. Radi. 
kes- ,schneiden’, etc. 

~m. kés; ost. Paas, kaiän: vog. kisi, kdsdi, ,couteaw’. 

4. ie. *el- ruhen’, par exemple: skr. i/dyati ‚steht still, kommt 
zur Ruhe’, anilayas ,ruhelos, re&tlos'; lit. als ‚Müdigkeit‘. ®) 

~Kasyari el ,Friede'; kir. kkir. ang. koih. kač. Radl. el id.. 

~mong. Kow. el ,concorde, paix’; kalm. Ramstedt el ‚Frieden, 


Eintracht’. 








1) Cf. Walde et Meillet. 

2) Cf. Botsacg et Walde. 

3) Cf. Deny: Grammaire de la langne turque. p. 91. 

4) Au sujef de la fréquence de In prothèse du y cf. Németh: A honfoglaló 
magyarság kialakulása. p. 261. 

5) Cf. Boisacg, Walde et Meillet. 

6) Cf. Walde. 
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5. ie. *al- ,brennen', par exemple: lat. adoleo „verbrenne 
(bes. Opfer)’; skr. aldtam ‚Feuerbrand, Kohle’.!) Deny, 

-Käsyari yal- ‚verbrennen, entbrennen’; koib. soj. Radl. ya? 
‚die Flamme’, ete. 

6. ie. *er- „terre, par exemple: gr. “fea dans épaée ‘à terre 
(avec mouv.)’; got. airpa; vha. ero.!) 

-vturc yer; tar. alt. leb. tel. küür. com. Radi. yär „Land, 
Erde’, etc. 

7. ie. *dheig- ,stecken’, par exemple: lat. figo ,heften’, stecken, 
hineinstecken’; lett. difgt ,stecken’; lit. dyg?ts ,spitzig, stachelig’, 
dyglÿs ,Dorn'.?) 

~com. tel. for, leb, koib. kač. küür. kir. tar. Radl. tik- ‚nähen’; 


Käsyari tik- “einstecken, nähen; beissen (Schlange), tikän ,Dorn’. 


Un certain nombre de correspondances suggérées au cours de 
ce travail s’avereront peut-étre par la suite inexactes, mais elles 
pourront étre certainement remplacées par d’autres, plus convain- 
cantes. Toutefois je ne pense pas que le déchet soit considerable 
et il ne pourra certainement pde infirmer la valeur de l’hypothèse 
émise: les peuples primitifs altaïques ont eu des rapports avec le 
peuple primitif ouralien. Ceci est également valable, sur une échelle 
moins considérable, pour les peuples altaiques et indo-européens. 
Le temps et la critique scientifique feront 14 aussi leur ceuvre, 
mais je ne pense pas qu’ils puissent entamer la base méme de ces 
correspondances. Il faut bien se dire que jusqu'ici nous n'étions 
pas particulièrement gátés dans le domaine des études indo-européano 
— altaiques. Németh *) dit que de tels rapports sont pratiquement 


inexistants; l'opinion de Jensen‘) n'est pas plus favorable, et d'après 


———— 





1) Cf. Walde. 

2) Cf. Meillet et Walde. 

3) A türükség öskora. Berzeviezy Emlékkónyv, p. 6. 
4) Hirt-Festschrift 1935, II, pp. 125-131. 
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Benveniste:') „...on n'a produit jusqu'à présent aucune preuve 
sérieuse de contact — et moins encore de parenté — entre lindo- 
européen et l'altaique...". Puisque nos correspondances montrent 
une certaine régularité phonétique, on peut attendre de l'avenir 
l'augmentation de leur nombre. Comme, dans la plupart des cas, il 
ne s'agit pas non plus de mots de civilisation, leur présence dana 
plusieurs groupes ne peut être due au hasard, et le fait que la 
grande majorité des mots cités soient attestés dans un grand 
nombre de langues au sein de la mérae famille, nous montre qu'il 
doit s'agir là d'emprunts remontant trés loin. Je ne veux pas 
parler de parenté; mais du point de vue historique et géographique 
— on m.excusera ‘cette hérésie — cela revient A peu prés nu 
méme si les deux peuples primitifs en question étaient, outre leur 
voisinage géographique, apparentés ou non. Toute la différence 
consiste en ce qu'en cas de parenté on peut remonter encore de 
quelques degrés sur l'échelle chronologique, ce qui, étant donné notre 
ignorance complete des dates absolues, est une satisfaction assez 
relative. Pour le moment nous nous contenterons de tirer de ces 
concordances une conclusion immédiate, à savoir, que les patries 
primitives turque et indo-européenne devaient être limitrophes. 
D'où il résulte que la première’ doit être placée, selon toute 


vraisemblance, beaucoup plus à l'ouest qu'on ne l'a fait jusqu'ici. 


1) Ibid. p. 240, 
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Oapgan 
By D. SINOR 


ORDS gain suddenly in importance when used to sustain 
otherwise fragile historical theories. Since historians of 
Central Asia are all too often apt to ignore the most elementary rules 
of linguistics, an erroneous treatment of a word has more than 
once been made the basis for a not less erroneous historical hypo- 
thesis which, in its turn, is taken for granted by other historians, 
reluctant if not unable to ascertain the validity of the initial 
statement. To give some substance to this assertion, and also to 
check the spread, before it is too late, of a new false etymology, 
I should like to study a hitherto harmless word that has suddenly 
assumed undue importance through some of F. Altheim’s works. 

In his book Attila und die Hunnen + Altheim makes the following 
statement: “ Die Byzantiner geben Qaghan zuweilen mit xauxavos 
wieder, und ihm entspricht in den alttürkischen Inschriften gapyan. 
Beides führt auf ein älteres *gawyan oder *gawxan. Darin erkennt 
man kav, das ‘ yiyas °, früher ‘Konig’ bedeutet und die Form 
darstellt, die im mitteliranischen Nordwestdialekt (im Parthischen) 
awest. kavay- angenommen hat (hingegen im persischen Südwest- 
dialekt kay). Vorbild des alttürkischen Titels war also *kav kavan, 
ähnlich gebildet wie sah sahan ‘ Konig der Könige’; . . . Der 
zweite Bestandteil *kavan wurde lautgesetzlich zu *kan kontrahiert, 
so dass *kavkdn oder gawyan herauskam." 

More recently, in connection with some newly discovered ostraca, 
Altheim comes back to the same word?: “ Eines der Ostraka 
in Pähläwik gibt 'rk kphn. Sofort erkennt man den türkischen 
Titel gapxan, der zu alttürk. gapyan (mit Wandel von y vor a 
und o zu z, karxdvns, kómxavos, capcanus, proto-bulg. köravos 
zu stellen ist.” And again ? an almost word by word repetition is 
given of the passage quoted from Attila und die Hunnen. 

I thought it wiser to quote these passages in extenso, to make sure 
that there is no misinterpretation on my part. There is at least 
one sentence which does not make sense to me, namely the first 
in the passage quoted. For if xavyavos is the Greek transcription 
of gayan, how can it “correspond” to Old-Turkish gapyan ? 

1 Baden-Baden, 1951, p. 96. 

? Das Auftreten der Hunnen in Europa (Acta Archæologica Ac. Sc. Hungaricæ, 


ii, 1952, 269-276), p. 270. 
3 ibid., p. 272. 
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It is either the one or the other. There is also at least one factual 
error in what Altheim says. The Byzantines transcribe qayan 
with great consistency as xayav(os).! 

I think that the root of Altheim’s mistake may lie in Szemerényi's 
otherwise very instructive contribution to Altheim’s Geschichte der 
lateinischen Sprache On p. 83 we read: “ Ein anderes iranisches 
Wort scheint in dem weitverbreiteten türkischen Herrschertitel 
kagan vorzuliegen. Die Hauptformen dieses Wiirdennamens sind 
in der Überlieferung : alttürk. gapyan, bulg. türk. gavgan (kavkavos), 
avar. capcanus." 

There is clearly some misunderstanding here. How could gapyan 
be the “ Hauptform " of qayan? Does Szemerényi suggest that 
qa yan is a dialectal variant ? If so, that would be a hitherto unex- 
pressed, and I hasten to add, most improbable, view and as such 
would need demonstration. Szemerényi quotes my former attempt ? 
to give an etymology for the word gapyan, but I did not, three 
pages further on suggest another etymology (as one could conclude 
from reading Szemerényi) but dealt there with the possible 
etymology of gayan, without even mentioning gapyan. 

It appears to me that Szemerényi's misunderstanding of the rela- 
tionship of the unrelated words gayan and gapyan can be traced 
one step further back to Schaeder, who some twenty-five years 
ago considered gapyan as the “ ältere Form " of qayan.* This totally 
unwarranted casual remark—which may well have passed unnoticed 
in Schaeder’s very interesting communication—became the founda- 
tion of theories, more pretentious but not more solid. 

In the circumstances it seems to me worth while to try to dis- 
entangle the confused assemblage that thus came into being. In 
doing so I shall avoid any further controversy but shall endeavour 
to reach some positive results. It is needless to say that my criticism 
does not alter the esteem I have for such distinguished scholars 
as Altheim, Schaeder and Szemerényi. In their excursion into Altaic 
linguistics they made a mistake, slight in itself, but which has sub- 
sequently been made the basis of historical theories. 


1 Cf. Gyula Moravcsik, Byzantinoturcica I-II (Budapest, 1942-3), ii, pp. 279- 
280, 

* (Frankfurt am Main 1951 ?), pp. 66-84: Oswald Szemerényi, Südwestiranische 
Lehnwörter im Ungarischen und Türkischen. 

* A propos de la biographie ouigoure de Hiuan-tsang (JA. 1939, ii, 543-590), 
p. 547. 

4 ZDMG. 82, 1928, p. xev. 
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In dealing with the word gapgan, the following word groups 
have to be taken into consideration : 

(1) The name of the Bulgar family in the eleventh century, 
occurring in Byzantine sources: kavkdvos, kamyxavns.! 

(2) A Bulgar title in use in the ninth-eleventh centuries: 
kavxavos.? 

These forms clearly render a foreign gapgan ~ qabqan  gavgan. 
In dealing with the family name Moravesik mentions only gapgan 
and gavgan; but this must be a simple omission, to which no 
importance should be attached. Moravesik also refers to form 
No. 6; but although at a pinch 1-2 may transcribe a gapyan, 
I do not, for reasons on which I shall enlarge in due course, think 
that they actually do so. 

(3) In “On the Administration of the Empire ", the name of 
the seventh tribe of the Pechenegs reads: yomdy or J'aliyorov. 
The latter form contains the name Itaf1s, chief of the tribe.® 

This name has been connected by Marquart ê either with the 
forms I, 2, 5, 6, or with form 4. As an explanation of the phonetic 
change he refers to the following example: Old-Turkish gazyan 
“ kettle " > Common-Turkish gazan. Marquart’s suggestion has 
been accepted by Németh 5: “Die Form yorov ist als k/apan 
zu lesen wie Bon als bot, rLoröv also čoban zu lesen ist. Zur Verände- 
rung kapyan > kapan vgl. die Veränderung cons. + g > cons. 
+6 (ämgäk > ämäk, kärgäk > käräk) deren chronologische und 
geographische Grenzen noch nicht bestimmt worden sind.” 

In a previous work Németh had explained xorov as Common- 
Turkish kaban (kaman) “ wild boar ’’.® 

Györffy” puts xosóv in relation with the same word-group 
as Marquart and Németh, but adds to it, with reference to Pelliot,® 
No. 7 of our list. He also mentions a number of Hungarian place- 
names of the type Koppäny, Koppänd, etc., with the suggestion 


4 Byzantinoturcica, ii, p. 140. 

2 ibid., p. 141. 

3 ibid., p. 107. 

* Kultur- und sprachgeschichtliche Analekten (Ungarische Jahrbücher, ix 
1929, 68-103), pp. 84-5. 

5 Die petschenegischen Stammesnamen (Ungarische Jahrbücher, x, 1930, 27-34), 


p. 29. 
6 Zur Kenntnis der Petschenegen (Körösi Csoma Archivum i, 3, 1922, 219-225), 
p. 224. 


? Besenyók és magyarok (Körösi Csoma Archivum, 1939, 397-500), pp. 443-4. 
8 JA. 1920, i, p. 25. 
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that most of them are not connected directly with the Pecheneg 
name, but derive from the personal name Koppány. 

I lack the necessary literature for attempting to outline the 
history of this name. So far as I know, it appears for the first time 
at the turn of the tenth century as the name of a revolted chief who 
was finally quartered by king St. Stephen of Hungary. The chronicles 
relating these events were written in Latin some hundred years 
later. They have with remarkable consistency the spelling Cupan, 
with a % instead of what seems to be the traditional o. 

Ramstedt takes this personal name for a title and claims for it 
an Avar origin, considering it to be probably the same word as 
Manchu hafan “a governor, a mandarin of the highest rank", 
which he derives from Sino-Korean kappan.! 

Korean kappan does not mean, as Ramstedt suggests, “ a noble 
of the first rank," but, according to Gale (who as a matter of fact 
is Ramstedt’s source for the word) “ the first class of graduates ”. 
It is in fact Chinese chia ko FA $}. Manchu hafan may perhaps 
derive from that word but, again, its meaning is simply “ official ". 
The Chinese, Korean, and Manchu words refer to an essentially 
administrative degree, one among many hundreds, which is not 
specially connected in any way with barbarians, or particularly 
conspicuous or important from any other point of view. All this 
makes it extremely improbable that it should have found its way 
to Hungary. 

A more plausible etymology had already been suggested by 
Vámbéry who saw in Koppdny a participle either from a verb 
qop- “ to rebel ” or, less probably, from a verb gap- “ to seize "3 
The first suggestion seems to fit fairly well with the róle Koppány 
played in history. 

Karl H Menges accepts “ without doubt"' that yoróv renders 
the Old-Turkish qapyan, which he considers to be a title.? 

(4) A Bulgar title of the ninth century ` ko«dvos.* 


D 


1 Studies in Korean Etymology (MSFOu. xcv, 1949), p. 95. 

2 A magyarok eredete (Budapest 1882), p. 173. Vambéry omitted, as usual, 
to give exact references; but he surely had in mind verbs like Osmanli kopmak 
“ break out, begin (of any violent commotion or natural disturbance) " or kapmak 
“ to snatch, to seize " (Hony-Iz). 

3 Etymological Notes on Some Päčänäg Names (Byzantion, xvii, 1944-5, 256-280), 
pp. 263-4. 

* Byzantinoturcica, ii, p. 145. See also K. H. Menges, Altaic Elements in the 
Proto-Bulgarian Inscriptions (Byzantion xxt, 1951, 85-118), pp. 92-3. 
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According to Moravesik this title is probably identical with 
kauvxavos. lt seems to me that the above-mentioned Hungarian 
personal-name Koppány derives from this kowavos, whatever the 
relation of these two words may be with other members of our 
group. 

(5) The title of an Avar ruler, mentioned in the Annales Einhard: : 
capcanus (var. caplanus, capanus, cacanus, caganus). This form 
has first been noticed by the incomparable Kaspar Zeuss who 
takes it as a mistaken form for caganus.? Marquart pays more atten- 
tion to this form and compares it with kaukadvos and Old-Turkish 
gapyan.? Curiously enough this form has been omitted by Gombocz 
in his article dealing with the language of the Avars.* He records 
a form cappanus 5 which he considers simply as a corrupted form of 
caganus. I think that it is either a variant of forms 3 or 4, or else a 
variant of capcanus. 

(6) In the inscription of Tonyuquq a word g(a)py(a)n occurs. 
The exact form and meaning of this Old-Turkish word is open to 
controversy. It appears in lines 51, 60, and 61 of the inscription 
in the form q?pynq'yn, which has been read by the different editors 
of the inscription as qapayan qayan. Radloff considers the word 
to be a title,* whereas Thomsen, in his translation of the inscription ? 
has *Qap(a)yan gayan, with a capital Q, which suggests that he 
took it instead as a proper name. So does Hiiseyin Namik Orkun ® 
and Malov.? 

The word in question can be read either gapayan or gapyan ; 
there is no internal evidence on which to decide in favour of either 
reading. As the word is followed by the title gayan, it seems to be 
more likely that it should be a proper name. Marquart 1° reads 
wrongly gpyn, considers it as a title and refers to the Bulgar kaukavos. 
In putting together these forms for the first time Marquart caused 


1 See below, p. 183. 

2 Die Deutschen und die Nachbarstämme (München, 1837), p. 741. 

7 Die Chronologie der alttürkischen Inschriften (Leipzig, 1898), pp. 109-110. 

* A pannóniai avarok nyelveröl (Magyar Nyelv, zii, 1916, 97-102). 

5 p. 100. Annales Xantenses ad.a.805, MGH.SS.ii p. 224. 

* Die alttürkischen Inschriften der Mongolei. Zweite Folge. (St. Pétersbourg, 
1899), p. 93 et passim. 

7 Alttürkische Inschriften der Mongolei (ZDMG. 78, 1924, 121-174), pp. 169, 
170, 172, 

8 Eski türk yazıtları I (Istanbul, 1936), pp. 116, 118, 120. 

$ Pamjatniki drevnetjurkskoj pis’mennosti (Moskva-Leningrad, 1951), p. 64. 

'* Chronologie, p. 40. 
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some confusion, which has never been dispelled during the more than 
fifty years which have since elapsed. 
(7) It is, as we have already seen, Györffy’s merit to have called 
b 


attention to the folk-name qabganas & & ap Ei occurring in 
para. 239 of the Secret History of the Mongols. The name appears 
in a list of peoples “ of the forest” subjected by Jóói in 1207. So 
far as I know, we have no further data on this people. The name is 
clearly composed of gapgan + s plural, with a gliding vowel in 
between. Other names in the same enumeration are also provided 
with a plural suffix. The relevant passage of the Secret History 
has also been incorporated in the Altan tobéi nova. The name 
appears there in the form qabsaq.! This should be a methathetical 
form of an original *gabgas, plural in -s of gabgan with the loss of the 
paragogic -n; but this is a question not directly relevant to our 
subject. 

It is well known that tribal names often derive from titles. A 
considerable material on this subject has been collected by Németh.? 
Among his examples we find also the above-mentioned Pecheneg 
tribe-name yozrdv, read by him q‘apan, and considered as belonging 
to the Türk title gapyan—I quote this fact for the sake of complete- 
ness. To use it as a proof for the identity of gapganas and gapgan 
would be petitio principii. The rest of the material known makes it 
abundantly clear that Mongol gabgan(as) has its place within our 
word-group. This is also Ramstedt’s opinion.® 

Having thus passed in review the different words which can 
be taken into consideration in dealing with gapgan, we shall proceed 
by examining their relations one with another. 

The crucial point is this: the Greek transcriptions all point to a 
foreign gapgan ~ qabqan ~ qavqan, with voiceless explosives (or 
spirants: yapyan, etc.) in the second syllable. « or even x could 
possibly transcribe a Turkish y, although it seems more likely 
that they should stand for a voiceless consonant; but it is very 
doubtful whether an Old-Turkish qapyan could correspond to a 
gapgan, attested as early as the beginning of the ninth century. 

A y- standing at the beginning of a syllable and following a 


1 Vol. ii, p. 22. I have used the beautiful facsimile re-edition published by the 
Harvard Yenching Institute, Scripta Mongolica 1. 

2 A honfoglaló magyarság kialakulása (Budapest, 1930), pp. 44-48. 

3 Studies in Korean Etymology, p. 95. 
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voiceless consonant changes very often to g-.1 Such is particularly 
the case with the participle -yan, -gän. This evolution, however, 
is later than Qashgari (second half of the eleventh century), and 
cannot be evoked to justify the voiceless guttural in forms like 
capcanus. Within the Old-Turkish period, to which most of the 
forms belong, I cannot find any justification of a q > y change. 
Altheim’s reference? to von Gabain’s Grammar? lacks point; 
for the relevant passage provides no justification for his theory, 
dealing as it does with a y > q change. Were Altheim's interpreta- 
tion of the ostracon warranted—a subject I do not wish to enlarge 
upon—we should have a gapgan form (with voiceless explosives) 
in the third century! This form would further be separated by 
half a millennium from the gap(a)yan of the Tonyuquq inscrip- 
tion, with no intermediate forms. In order to connect them one 
would have to postulate a highly improbable evolution from a 
third-century q to an eighth-century y to a ninth century q again— 
an evolution for which no evidence has been found. 

My contention is that the word appearing on the ostracon cannot 
be connected with forms 1-7 quoted above. It is methodically 
inadmissible that a group of letters appearing without context on an 
ostracon found in what is rather Iranian territory should be recog- 
nized as Turkish only because there is a vague similarity between 
its probable reading and a Turkish word appearing five centuries 
later. I also think that gapyan of the Tonyuquq inscription should 
be separated from the forms with voiceless guttural; in support 
of this, one may point to the absence of an Old Turkish q ~ y 
variation and also to the fact that gapyan is probably a personal 
name and not a title. 

Let us consider now the possible etymological explanations of 
these words. 

According to Schaeder * an adjectival Aävakän > havayan, 
derived from a Middle-Iranian kav “ king ”, found its way into 
Turkish gapyan > qayan > qa’an > gan. 

Szemerényi suggests? that Advkdn (sic) is the continuation of 
käv küvàn “ king of kings ”. 


1 See Carl Brockelmann, Osttürkische Grammatik der islamischen Litteratur- 
sprachen Mittelasiens, i (Leiden, 1951), pp. 44-45. 

2 Das Auftreten der Hunnen in Europa, p. 270. 

3 Alttürkische Grammatik (Leipzig, 1941), p. 51. 

* op. cib, p. xcv. * op. cit., p. 83. 
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I am unable to argue on the Iranian side of the question but it is 
clear that in the Altaic material no such a form as kavkán actually 
exists and for that reason it should properly be marked with an 
asterisk. The indication of long vowels, giving a spuriously Iranian 
flavour to the form, is completely motiveless, as far as Turkish 
is concerned. 

Ramstedt sees in gapyan a Sino-Korean D "E kap-kuan, i.e. 
gap “the first, the best" + kuan f" official". The difficulty 
about this is that there is no such Sino-Korean compound as HB Se, 
It does not exist in Chinese or in Korean, at least as far as my know- 
ledge goes, and must be a creation of Ramstedt. It is vain to argue 
whether this compound could have existed, because it is inadmissible 
to explain a word found in one language by a word which might have 
existed in another. It is, however, worth noting that had such a 
word existed, the Turks of the T’ang period (or even somewhat 
earlier, as the final -p of FA seems to indicate) would have transcribed 
SS as quan and not as gan. As a matter of fact they actually did so, 
in transcribing ' $$ by quanbo. Ramstedt’s etymology should 
therefore be dismissed.? 

Pritsak * considers gapayan (sic) to be the original form, from 
which he derives, without comment: ‘ gap xan, qau qan, qom xan, 
qopan,” etc. The title would be a derivation from a root g°y° ~ q°b 
(~ gl, 

I myself have suggested that gapyan (but only this form, and not 
also gapgan or gayan) could be interpreted as a verbal adjective of 
a verb qap- “to attack ”’5 I still consider that this explanation 
is grammatically and semantically sound. Whether, in fact, it is 


1 Alte türkische und mongolische Titel (JSFOu. lv, 1951, 2, 59-82), pp. 65-66. 
(Written in 1939.) The same etymology is repeated in Studies . . . p. 95. 

* Cf. A propos de la biographie ouigoure de Hiuan-tsang, p. 578. 

° Clearly the discovery by Altaists of the use of Chinese (-European) dictionaries 
and of the admirable reconstructions of Karlgren, have wrought havoc in Altaic 
linguistics, No Altaic word, not even a suffix, is safe from a sudden Chinese 
etymology, by which it is equated with some monosyllable or even with some 
compound diligently made out of two words found in a dictionary. One of the 
latest gems of this method is the equation (Studia Orientalia xvit, 1952, 7, p. 178) 
of the Turko-Mongol plural -lar, -nar (?) with Chinese Al K: *lidt. (!) Why not 
derive then the English (?) plural -s from Chinese ff K: * si “multitude, all"? 
Quo usque tandem ? 

4 Stammesnamen und Titulaturen der Altaischen Völker (Ural-Altaische Jahr- 
bücher, xxiv, 1-2, 1952, 49-104), p. 89. 

5 A propos... p. 547. 
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right neither I nor anyone else can decide. Such etymologies are 
hardly ever susceptible of proof. 

I should now like to put forward a tentative explanation of 
gapgan. For the reason just mentioned I proffer it as possible only, 
not as certain. 

It is a widespread practice in Altaic languages to intensify the 
meaning of adjectives by the following procedure : to the first open 
syllable, or if the word begins with a closed syllable, to the initial 
consonant and vowel, a labial explosive is added and the syllable 
thus formed is then prefixed to the adjective. E.g. gara “ black ”, 
gap-gara “ very black”. This grammatical feature of the Turkish 
and Mongol languages is so well known that a detailed demonstra- 
tion would be otiose. I should like, however, to point out that 
although such forms can be found in almost every Turkish dialect, 
no example occurs, to my knowledge, in Old Turkish. It should, then, 
be assumed that the use of these constructions was originally limited 
to Mongol. 

The intensifying function of this construction puts a certain 
limitation on its use ` it can only be applied to adjectives ` gip-qizil 
“ very red ”’, bom-boë ‘‘ completely empty ”’, etc. 

There is one apparent exception to this rule, the Turko-Mongol 
teb-tengrt. 

This name has been discussed at great length by Pelliot,! who 
traced a similar expression in the Turkish text of the Suvarna- 
prabhäsasütra, read previously by Bang and Gabain as tari-tarim. 
According to Pelliot: ‘ En écriture ouigoure, -ri et -p finaux ont 
une certaine ressemblance, et on peut songer à rétablir tüp-türim, 
tap étant lintensif normal du turc, auquel le mongol répond par 
täb. Täp-tärım, tout comme täp-tängrim, signifierait ‘ma très 
divine ’, et serait une épithète un peut plus forte que tärim. . . . En 
tout cas, si les exemples assurés de täp-tärım ou Täp-tärim nous 
manquent encore en turc, nous avons en mongol, de la façon la 
plus certaine, l'expression correspondante. . . . en mongol, nous 
devons attendre comme forme correspondante exactement täb- 
tängri. Or c’est là la désignation bien connue, traitée comme une 
sorte de nom propre, du sorcier du clan des Qonggotan Kökötü 
qui joue un si grand rôle dans le récit plus ou moins légendaire de 
l'avènement de Gengis-khan. . . . Je considère sans hésitation 
täb-tängri comme une forme ‘ intensive’ de tängri.” 

1 Tängrim > tarim (TP. xxxvu, 5, 1944, 165-185), pp. 180-4. 
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Pelliot's explanation of teb-tengri seems to me wholly convincing.! 
The remarkable thing is, that so far as one can distinguish in Altaic 
languages between substantive and adjective in the Indo-European 
sense, tengri is a substantive. In spite of this fact, which emerges 
clearly from Pelliot’s article, the word is liable to adjectival treat- 
ment. Pelliot is right in translating teb-tengri as "le trés divin ”, 
Le, as an adjective in form but a substantive in meaning. 

It is my contention that gapgan is similarly an intensive form of 
gan. If for simplicity’s sake we translate gan with “ king ’’, I should 
like to propose something like “ very royal " for gapgan. Intensive 
forms of titles are not uncommon in other languages, e.g. “ very 
Reverend ’’, where “ Reverend " is both adjective and substantive. 

A closer study of the passage in which the term capcanus occurs 
in the Annales Einhardi, favours my interpretation of the title. 

I translate the passage as follows ? :— 

“ Somewhat later the capcanus, the chief of the Huns,’ went 
to the emperor about the needs of his people, demanding that a 
place to dwell in be given them between Sabaria * and Carnuntum, 
since they could not remain in their earlier abode on account of the 
Slav attacks. The emperor received him kindly (for the capcanus 
was à Christian, called Theodore) and, agreeing to his demands, 
allowed him to return laden with gifts. He returned to his people, 
and after a short time, he died. And the caganus sent one of his 
highest men to ask for the ancient dignity which he, the caganus, 
was accustomed to hold amongst the Huns. The emperor gave his 
assent, and directed that the caganus should possess the supreme 
power over the whole kingdom, according to their former usage." 

It is clear that after Theodore's death the caganus, who thus was 
certainly not the supreme chief of the Avars, wished to ask for a 
higher title; and I surmise that the second “ caganus " stands 
for “ capcanus”. The context clearly asks for this emendation, 
but even without it the passage shows that the dignity of a gapgan 
was thought to be superior to that of a gayan. The etymology 
I proposed fits, so it seems to me, very well into this picture. 


1 As Pelliot dealt fully with previous attempts to explain feb-lengri, there is no 
need to take up the question again. 

2 Pertz, MGH.SS.I. p. 192. 

3 “ Huns ” in this text represents “ Avars ”. 

* A town in Pannonia, to-day Szombathely. 

5 A town in Pannonia, on the right bank of the Danube. 
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In a former article,’ I expressed the view that when it comes 
to the explanation of titles used by Turks or Mongols “ je ne peux 
avoir qu’une extréme méfiance envers toutes tentatives d’explica- 
tion se basant sur des langues non-turques. . . . Les Turcs, créateurs 
des plus grands empires nomades, n’auraient-ils pas su donner des 
titres tures à leurs fonctionnaires ?" It is mere commonsense 
that one must be twice as careful in giving to a Turkish or Mongol 
word a non-Altaic etymology, as when remaining within the Altaic 
field. Whether my explanation of gapgan is sound remains to be 
seen; but I have endeavoured to explain a word occurring only 
in Altaic by Altaic facts. I can only repeat what I have said in the 
above-quoted article: “ Je suis prêt à accepter chaque explication 
justifiée quelle que soit la langue qui en est la base,” but the Iranian 
and Korean etymologies of Altaic gapgan are not even justified 
in their own field and are so much the more unacceptable for Altaic. 

The historical conclusions based on these etymologies should be 
discarded. In rejecting them I think it is of value to have clearly 
before one’s eyes the set of arguments advanced by Altheim: (1) 
A word is found on a third-century ostracon, discovered in Dura- 
Kuropos. (2) This word is identified with one occurring five centuries 
later in a Turkish inscription. (3) An Iranian etymology is provided 
for it. (4) The same word is used to prove that there were Turks 
in Persia in the third century. 

The chain of reasoning itself is obviously false, even if the facts 
quoted were accurate. This is, however, as I think I have shown, 
not the case. 


1 A propos . . . p. 551. 
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Sonderabdruck aus: Wiener Zeitschrift für die Kunde des Morgenlandes. LVI. Bd. 


Sur les noms altaiques de la licorne 
Par 


Denis Sinor (Cambridge) 


L’Eurasie Centrale, entourée des grandes civilisations sédentaires 
des mondes européen, islamique, indien et chinois, a non seulement 
servi de lien entre ceux-ci. Elle a eu sa part dans la formation de ces 
différentes civilisations en y contribuant des éléments qui, enfouis dans 
la masse des faits autochtones, sont, pour la plupart, difficiles & déceler. 
Bien entendu, l’Eurasie Centrale, à son tour, n’a jamais cessé d’absorber 
les éléments des civilisations environnantes, et c’est en étudiant des 
faits précis, des sujets limités, que l’on se rend compte de la variété 
des ingrédients dont se compose sa civilisation. 

L’espace nécessairement limité d’un volume congratulatoire, le 
souci d’y apporter une contribution pas complétement éloignée du champ 
d'intérêt de notre illustre ami et confrère dont nous célébrons lanni- 
versaire, m'ont amené à lui présenter — avec mes meilleurs voeux — 
quelques données glanées le long d'une route bien tortueuse : celle de 
mes recherches. Il ne s'agit pas de traiter le sujet à fond. Les légendes 
sur la licorne sont tellement complexes, la littérature savante afférente 
est tellement riche, que je dois me limiter à l'examen de quelques noms 
de cet animal. 


Kilin. Ce nom, simple emprunt du chinois iat Be k‘i-lin, se 
retrouve dans chacun des trois groupes constituants de l’altaique. Ainsi 
nous l'avons dans un livre de divination vieux-ture, où il est dit! : 
ätözüngin küzüdsür sn kälän käyik müyüzi tig ating küüng kötrülgäs 
«Si tu gardes ton corps, ton nom et ta renommée seront élevés telle 
la corne de la licorne». On remarquera que dans ce passage la licorne 
est désignée par un composé que l'on peut envisager comme un hen- 
diadyoin mais qui, plus vraisemblablement est un syntagme adjectival 
où kälän «licorne » qualifie käyik « bête fauve ». Le texte, indubitable- 

1 W. BANG und A. von GaBAIN, Türkische Turfan-Texte (SPAW. 1929, 
241— 268), lignes 41— 43. 
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ment traduit du chinois adapte — et, en méme temps, par l'adjonction 
de käyik, « turcise » et explique — le terme chinois. 

H n'est pas surprenant que le mot chinois ait pénétré en toungouze. 
Déjà présent en jou-tchen?, il a droit de cité en mandjou. Voici, cité 
d’après HAUER?, la définition que donne du kilin le Han $ araha manju 
gisun à buleku bithe « C'est le premier parmi les quadrupèdes. Il a le 
corps d'un chevreuil, la queue d'un bœuf, la tête d'un mouton, les 
jambes d'un cheval, les sabots d'un bœuf, et une corne qui se termine 
en chair. Son corps est de cinq couleurs, sa hauteur est de douze 
pieds ; de nature bienveillante, il n'écrase pas les vers et ne casse pas 
les plantes ». 

Le mot n'est pas trés répandu en mongol, mais le P. MOSTAERT 
signale en ordos ££ilin*, emprunté directement du chinois. Le Mongyol 
udga-yin Jüil qubiyagsan toli bicig® signale pour le mongol écrit kilin, 
mais ce mot ne figure pas dans le dictionnaire classique de KOWALEWSKI’ 
et il est certain que dans l'usage courant les parlers mongols désignent 
la licorne par d'autres noms. 

Kers. Ce nom désigne soit la licorne soit le rhinocéros qui, on 
le sait, est souvent confondu avec l’animal mythique. 

En mongol littéraire nous le rencontrons dans des composés : 
kersün eber «licorne», ou kers górügesün «rhinocéros» — les deux 
enregistrés par KOWALEWSKI. Le second de ces composés est d'une 
construction identique à celle du ture kilin käyik et pourrait ötre traduit 
par «la béte unicorne ». Pour en ce qui concerne kersiin eber, KowaLEw- 
SKI et ses sources ont été victimes d'une confusion, assez fréquente, 
entre l'animal et sa corne. Eber en mongol est « corne », et le composé 
est simplement : «la corne du kers = la corne de la licorne ». D'ailleurs 
KoWALEWSKI signale également un composé kers ebertü «rhinocéros ». 
Le dictionnaire de la Evangelical Alliance Mission? donne kers «rhino- 
céros, unicorn ». 


3 WILHELM GRUBE, Die Sprache und Schrift der Juéen (Leipzig 1896), 
no. 167. 

* Handwörterbuch der Mandschusprache (Wiesbaden 1952— 1955), p. 586. 

4 D'après ANTOINE MosTAERT, Dictionnaire ordos (Peking 1941). 

5 Pékin 1956; désormais: MUJ. 

* Dictionnaire mongol-russe-français (Kazan 1844— 1849). 

* Op. cit. p. 1373. 

* Mongol-English Practical Dictionary with English Word Reference List 
(s. 1. 1949 — 1953). 
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Ce nom ne se retrouve pas seulement dans des composés. Au 
14? siècle, le Houa-yi yt-yu enregistre kers, que HAENISCH traduit par 


« Einhorn »?. Le chinois, toutefois, a E st que LEWICKI!° traduit juste- 
ment par «rhinocéros». Le MUJ donne la forme kerts «rhinocéros » 
(st). Peut-étre par le truchement des dictionnaires, le mot a trouvé 
son chemin en turc; le dictionnaire sino-ouigour publié par KLAPROTH!! 
a kers « rhinocéros ». 

LAUFER, qui a tant fait pour éclaircir les problèmes complexes 
liés à la licorne, commit une curieuse erreur en affirmant!? que le mot 
mongol kiris, etc. était «seemingly indigenous ». Deux pages plus loin 
dans le méme ouvrage LAUFER cite l'arabe „is = hari3 qui, cela me 
semble évident, doit étre à la base des formes mongoles. L’acception 
du mot arabe n'est pas constante, mais il est certain qu'il désigne un 
animal unicorne quelconque. Le hari3 est décrit, entre autres, par 
Hamdulláh al-Mustaufi al-Kazwini!? qui, on le sait, indique souvent 
les noms turques et mongols des animaux dont il parle. Malheureuse- 
ment il s'abstient de donner les équivalents de hart et c'est sans doute 
à cause de cela que l'identification avec keris, kiris, kers a échappé 
aussi bien à Porre! qu'à PeLLior!® dans leurs ouvrages respectifs 
consacrés à la nomenclature turco-mongole de cette ceuvre persane. 

Qat. Cette forme se rencontre dans le vocabulaire sino-ouigour 
édité par KrLAPROTH! dans le sens de «licorne » (k'i-lin). On a essayé 
de retrouver ce mot dans le texte turc de la légende d'Oghouz kaghan, 
légende dans laquelle la licorne joue un rôle important. Bane et Raon- 
MATI?” remarquent avec raison qu'il est impossible de voir le méme 

* Sino-mongolische Glossare. I. Das Hua-I ih-yü (Abh. DAW. 1956, Nr. 5), 

. 12. 
à 1? La langue mongole des transcriptions chinoises du XIV® siécle. Le 
Houa-yi yi-yu de 1389, II. Vocabulaire-Index (Wroclaw 1959), p. 56. 

11 Abhandlung über die Sprache und Schrift der Uiguren (Paris 1820), p. 16. 

12 Chinese Clay Figures (Field Museum of Natural History, Publication 177, 
Chicago 1914), p. 122. 

13 J. STEPHENSON, The Zoological Section of the Nuzhatu-l-Qulüb of 
Hamdulläh al-Mustaufi al-Qazwini (London 1928), p. 28. 

14 Mongol'skie nazvanija Zivotnykh v trude Khamdallakha Kazvini (Za- 
piski Kollegii Vostokovedov, I, 1925, 195 — 208). 

15 Les formes turques et mongoles dans la nomenclature zoologique du 
Nuzhatu-'l-kulüb (BSOS. VI, 1931, 555—580). 

16 Op. cit. p. 15. 

17 Die Legende von Oghuz Qaghan (SPAW. 1932, 683—724), pp. 706— 707. 
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nom dans chacune des neuf formes dans lesquelles le nom de cet animal 
apparait dans le texte. Il me semble que la premiere de ces formes 
(ligne 22) peut être lue, comme l'a fait PELLIOT"®, gaat ou qyt. Selon 
Pop l'origine de ce mot est inconnue, et le sanscrit khadga a rhino- 
céros » semble exclu ici. Je ne puis souscrire à cette opinion. La graphie 
du nom de l’animal dans la ligne 41 peut, sans effort, être lue gadya. 
Le nom sanscrit se rencontre donc dans le texte, et en vue des déforma- 
tions graphiques que montrent certaines des neuf formes, je n’hésite 
pas à voir en qaat, qyt une forme abrégée, peut-être métathétique, du 
mot sanscrit. Celui-ci se retrouve d'ailleurs dans un texte vieux-ture 
où il est question d'un bir ktki atly käyik «une bête appelée kiki ». 
F. W. K. MÜLLER y a bien reconnu le khadga®. Notons que Mustaufi 
al-Kazwini® parle d'un animal bicornu lakhs gat‘a, considéré par 
ETTINGHAUSEN?! comme une variante de la licorne et dont le nom 
vient certainement du sanscrit khadga?*. 

Serü. KOWALEWSEI signale ce mot dans le mongol litteraire et 
le traduit par «rhinocéros ». La chronique de Sayang sečen% raconte 
la rencontre de Gengis khan avec «une bête unicorne appelée serü » : 
Agen. ebürtei serü neretii görügesün. Le texte parallèle mandjou™ 
traduit serü par seru, mot qui ne figure pas dans les dictionnaires euro- 
péens de cette langue (GABELENTZ, ZAKHAROFF, HAUER). 

Il est généralement admis que le mot mongol soit un emprunt 
fait au tibétain: bse-ru®. C'est surtout à cause de cette forme tibé- 
taine que l’on donne une vocalisation palatale au mot mongol dont la 


18 Sur la légende d’Uyuz-khan en écriture ouigoure (TP. XXVII, 1930, 
247 — 358), pp. 265 — 267. 

12 Uigurica III (APAW. 1920, Nr. 2), p. 74. 

20 Op. cit. pp. 48—49, et 33— 34. 

31 The Unicorn (Freer Gallery of Art Occasional Papers, I, No. 3, Washing- 
ton 1950), p. 61. C'est de loin le meilleur travail que nous ayons sur la licorne. 

33 Sur ce mot ef. E. BENVENISTE, Le nom d'un animal indien chez Elien, 
(Donum Natalicium Schrijnen, Nijmegen-Utrecht 1929, pp. 371—376). Le com- 
posé artificiel khadgadhenu rappelle le turc kilin käyik et le mongol serü górügesü. 
La distinction sanscrite entre le mâle et la femelle de cet animal trouve sea par- 
allöles en mongol, en mandjou et en chinois. Cf. infra. 

33 J. J. ScEMIDT, Geschichte der Ost-Mongolen und ihres Fürstenhauses ... 
(St. Petersburg-Leipzig 1829), p. 89. 

24 ERICH HAENISCH, Monggo han sai da sekiyen, die Mandschufassung von 
Secen Sagang’s mongolischer Geschichte (Leipzig 1933), p. 45. 

35 LAUFER, op. cit. p. 122. 
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graphie permettrait une lecture saru. Ce mot rappelle le persan saru 
« corne » et ses affiliés iraniens. Une liaison éventuelle entre le nom de 
la licorne et le mot iranien pour « corne » — liaison que je signale à titre 
purement hypothétique — aurait cela d'intéressant, qu'elle joindrait 
le nom de la licorne à un mot de civilisation répandu sur un territoire 
immense: lapon (oarvve, finnois sarvi, mordvine suro, zuryéne Zur, 
votiak Ze, hongrois szarv « corne » et szaru « corne (matière des cornes) vg. 
Nous aurions donc là un mot semblable au fameux quiu?', répandu 
dans une grande partie de l'Asie et qui illustre bien le changement 
sémantique rhinocéros/licorne ~ corne (de la licorne ou d'un autre 
animal). L’importance économique de la corne parait avoir été con- 
sidérable. 


Le dictionnaire pentaglotte de Pékin a: chinois yl =e chen 
yang = mandjou 3engkıtu = tibétain bse-ru == mongol seri gürügesü = 
turc digtlik käyik. L'animal que certains textes chinois désignent sous 
le nom de chen yang « chèvre divine » est souvent imaginé unicorne#. 
La publication du dictionnaire pentaglotte apporte une justification 
tardive à la suggestion faite par SCHLEGEL® et violemment rejetée 


par LAUFER® selon laquelle l'animal mythique ff x hiai tchas, 
décrit comme le chen yang, serait identique au bse-ru. A ma connais- 
sance le terme ture n’est pas attesté ailleurs. Je le traduirais comme 
« bête propice, de bonne augure, favorable », en considérant digslik un 
dérivé de digi « bon, bien »?!, Signalons en mongol une dénomination 


** Pour le rapprochement des formes finno-ougriennes et iraniennes voir 
Moss Act, Árja és kaukázusi elemek a finn-magyar nyelvekben, I (Budapest 1901). 
— Cette correspondance est intéressante à plus d'un titre. Elle mérite notre 
attention par les legons qu'en pourraient tirer — s'ils le voudraient — ceux qui 
ont des idées rigides, sinon fixes, sur le caractére immuable du vocabulaire dit 
de « base ». Le concept «corne » a beau étre connu partout, le mot qui le désigne 
peut quand-móme étre emprunté. 

* Le mot qutu fait partie intégrante du complexe de la licorne. Rappelons 
ici les travaux de BERTHOLD LAUFER, Arabic and Chinese trade in walrus and 
narwhal ivory, avec Addenda par PauL PrLLIOT (TP. XIV, 1913, 315—364 et 
365— 370) et Supplementary notes on walrus and narwhal ivory (TP. XVII, 
1910, 348—389). 

38 Cf. Clay figures, p. 115. 

2 G. SCHLEGEL, Uranographie chinoise (Leyden 1875), pp. 587 — 588. 

*" Clay figures, pp. 115 et 120. 

*5 Attesté par example dans M. Te. Hovursma, Ein türkisch-arabisches 
Glossar (Leyden 1894), p. 58. 
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similaire. Outre le nom keris déjà mentionné, le MUJ enregistre belegtü 
görügesü, et l’identifie avec le mongol kilin et le chinois A kt « licorne 


male». L'entrée suivante biligter görügesü est traduite par pe lin 
4 licorne femelle ». Beleg «don, présent » doit être pris ici dans le sens, 
attesté ailleurs, d'« augure ». Dans biligtet, la présence du suffixe féminin 
-tei est interessant & noter, mais je ne m’explique pas trés bien la raison 
du changement dans l’adjectif : beleg — bilig « sagesse ». 

*Kand(a) ~*gand(a). Cette forme hypothétique me semble cor- 
respondre au nom de la licorne tel qu’il apparait dans la ligne 32 de 
la légende d'Oghouz kaghan. L'emploi de l'explosive palatale k/g de- 
vant a n'est pas surprenant dans la graphie des mots d'emprunt or, 
sans aucun doute, nous avons à faire ici aux mots sanscrits ganda/ 
gandaka «rhinocéros ». 

Sans doute doit-on raprocher de ces mots l'un des noms mongolo- 
toungouzes désignant un cervidé. Le mongol littéraire connait gandayai 
« élan », mot attesté déjà dans l'Histoire secrète et glosé dans la traduc- 
tion interlinéaire par «nom d'une bête sauvage »?*. Le contexte per- 
mettrait peut-étre une traduction par «licorne », et ceci d'autant plus 
que le mot se rencontre dans un des passages allitérés et poótiques de 
la chronique. Quoiqu’il en soit les dialectes mongols connaissent le 
mot dans l'acception «élan». Ainsi ` bouryate?? zandagay, khalkha 
littéraire% randgay, kalmouk?5 rando. Mandjou kandahan a des cor- 
respondants dans les langues parlées toungouzes, par exemple evenki 
kandaga**, even (forme dialectale) zattıkän?”. 

Il n'est pas impossible que ce groupe de mots que je ne puis 
tracer en turc®® soit, en fin de compte, d'origine livresque. Le change- 


32 Cf. les remarques faites par le P. A. MOSTAERT, Sur quelques passages 
de l'Histoire secréte des Mongols (HJAS. XIII, 1950), p. 322. 

33 Selon C. B. CYDENDAMBAEV, Russko-burjat-mongol'skij slovar’ (Mos- 
kva 1954). 

% Selon A. R. Rég, Kratkij mongol’sko-russkij slovar' (Moskva 1947). 

*5 Selon G. J. RAMsTEDT, Kalmückisches Wörterbuch (Helsinki 1935). 

36 Selon G. M. VasiLEvió, Évenkijsko-russkij slovar’ (Moskva 1958). 

3! Selon V. I. Cıncıus-L. D. Rises, Russko-évenskij slovar’ (Moskva 1952), 
8. v. los'. 

38 Je ne puis resister à la tentation de faire état — presque à titre d'une 
boutade — du fait que nous trouvons en kirghiz un mot qandayay + pantalon 
d'homme fait en peau de chèvre » (Judakhin, Kırgız sözlüğü, Istanbul 1945 — 1948). 
Or, la licorne n'est pas seulement caprine dans l'iconographie ; elle peut porter, 
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ment sémantique de « rhinocéros/licorne » & « cervidé » ne souléve aucune 
objection, nous en avons d'autres examples®®. Le mot sanscrit a pénétré 
également en arabe où sos ganda est un des noms de la licorne®. 
Pour revenir aux formes turques, la graphie à explosive palatale, carac- 
téristique des mots empruntés au sanscrit, la rareté relative des mots 
arabes en vieux-turc, et, tout particulièrement le caractère nettement 
anté-islamique du début de la légende d’Oghouz kaghan, me font pré- 
férer l'hypothèse d'un emprunt fait au sanscrit à celle, possible, d'un 
emprunt fait à l'arabe. 

Gergeden ~ gergedan. Les noms osmanlis du rhinocéros ne sont 


que des emprunts. Il existe un nom arabo-persan karkadan(n), yos Em 
„35,5, désignant un animal représenté tantôt comme un rhinocéros, 
tantôt comme une licorne*?. Je ne connais pas d’occurence en turc 
au sens de «licorne », mais cela est peut-étre di & la carence de nos 
dictionnaires. Au sens de « rhinocéros », le mot est attesté dans la zone 
d'influence islamique: uzbek* karkidon, turkmen* kergeden, azéri*, 
tatar® £orkodon. RADLOFF (Wörterbuch) traduit à tort la forme tchaga- 
tay kärkädan par «hippopotame »*. 

Kerk. Se trouve en tchagatay?’ au sens de «rhinocéros ». Le 


nous l’avons vu, le nom méme d’une chévre. On peut donc imaginer que la licorne 
dégradée en chévre ait donné son nom & une piöce d’habillement faite en peau de 
chèvre. L'évolution sémantique n'aurait rien d’extraordinaire. La licorne mythique 
deviendrait donc pantalon kirghiz : Sic transit gloria... 

59 Cf. Clay figures, pp. 114—115, ETTINGHAUSEN, op. cit. pp. 96—97. 

#0 Cf. ETTINGHAUSEN, op. cit. p. 94. 

** Sur les formes arabo-persanes de ce nom ainsi que sur son origine indienne 
cf. ETTINGHAUSEN, op. cit. pp. 6—8 et 94—95. 

42 Selon R. ABDURAKHMANOVA, Russko-uzbekskij slovar’ (Moskva 1954), 
8. V. nosorog. 

43 Selon N. A. BAskAKov-M. Ja. KHAMZAEV, Russko-turkmenskij slovar’ 
(Moskva 1956). 

* Selon ORUDZEV-MELIKOV-EFENDIEV,  Russko-azerbajdzanskij slovar’ 
(Baku 1956). 

48 Selon N. K. Durrriev, Russko-tatarskij slovar’ (Kazan 1955). 

** Du turc le mot est passé en russe. Sur les problémes que pose cette pré- 
sence on verra B. O. UNBEGAUN, Wie hieß das Rhinozeros im Altrussischen? 
(Festschrift für Max Vasmer zum 70. Geburtstag, Wiesbaden 1956, pp. 546 — 551), 
qui lui aussi met en doute la validité de la traduction par « hippopotame ». Sur 
karkadan et karg cf. aussi BENVENISTE op. cit. 

* D'aprés PAVET DE COURTEILLE, Dictionnaire turc-oriental (Paris 1870). 
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dictionnaire de RADLOFF l’enregistre pour le sarte. C’est un emprunt 
du persan d karg. 

Bulan. Qaiyari donne de bulan la définition suivante® ` « Ein- 
horn im Lande der Qyféaq, in dessen Horn sich Regen und Schnee 
sammeln, so daB sie untereinander davon trinken kónnen » Ce mot, 
dont les variantes ont été rassemblées par Jost, se retrouve dans la 
plupart des parlers turcs au sens de «élan». Du turc le mot est passé 
en samoyéde kamass et en hongrois, où la vocalisation palatale (böleny 
« bison ») rappelle bachkir bülän ®. 

M. SzyszMan®! voit avec raison ce mot dans le nom d'un roi 
khazar. Sans connaître le travail précité de M. Joxt il couvre par- 
tiellement le méme terrain et va méme un pas plus loin, en rapprochant 
bulan «élan » et bulan «la robe jaune päle (d'un cheval)». L'idée est 
défendable, mais M. SzyszMan s'avance sur un terrain dangeureux 
qu’il ne parait pas connaître à fond. Il rapproche bulan et mandjou 
fulan «cheval de pelage clair, ayant une criniére et une queue plus 
foncées » en ignorant que ce mot a été rattaché par PELLIOT®? et d'autres 
au mongol ulayan «rouge », hula’an en moyen-mongol, fulän en mon- 
guor, etc. PELLIOT tient «la parenté avec le ture bulan pour vraisem- 
blable, mais ceci pose à nouveau le cas de la survivance de *p- ~ *p- 
en turc sous la forme b- au lieu de e». Il y a quinze ans je me suis oc- 
cupé moi-méme de ce probléme dans un travail écrit dans des condi- 
tions difficiles (j'étais dans la clandestinité et c'est PELLIOT qui a cor- 
rigé les épreuves), et dont la présentation laisse beaucoup à désirer 
mais dont je ne désavoue pas les conclusions. L'une d'elles, à savoir 
que le b- turc correspondant au p- des langues mongolo-toungouzes 
est plus fréquent qu'on ne l'avait pensó, mérite d'étre rappelée ici. 


18 D'après C. BROCKELMANN, Mitteltürkischer Wortschatz (Budapest 1928). 

** AULIS J. Jost, Die Lehnwörter des Sajansamojedischen (MSFOu. 103, 
Helsinki 1952), pp. 108—109. 

s° Cette forme est citée d’après le vieux (1899) dictionnaire bachkir de 
Katarinskij. Il y a lieu de remarquer que le bachkir moderne a bolan (cf. N. K. 
DaiTRiEV, Russko-baëkirskij slovar’, Moskva 1948, s. v. olen’). 

Le roi Bulan et le problóme de la conversion des Khazars (Ephemerides 
Theologicae Lovaniensis, XXXIII, 1957, 68—76), pp. 70—72. 

53 Les mots à H initiale, aujourd'hui amuie dans le mongol des XIIIe 
et XIVE siècles (JA. 1925, I, 193—263), pp. 223 — 224. 

53 Ouralo-altaique —  indo-européen (TP. XXXVII, 1944, 226—244), 
pp. 234 — 236. 
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Quoi qu'il en soit, bulan au sens de «élan» est bien attesté et 
l’on ne saurait mettre en doute la validité de la définition donnée par 
Qadyari. Le changement sémantique licorne ~ cervidé dont j'ai admis 
plus haut la possibilité apparaît ici comme un fait incontestable. 

M. Jox1** propose pour bulan une étymologie chinoise phonéti- 
quement acceptable. Mais, comme tant d’autres savants, il commet 
l'erreur de créer, pour les besoins de la cause, un composé chinois. 


Le composé iz) Bee pao lin dont il veut dériver bulan n’a, & ma con- 
naissance, jamais existé, et je ne puis souscrire 4 une théorie qui veut 
faire dériver un mot d’un autre — inexistant. 


Nous venons de passer en revue quelques noms altaiques de la 
licorne. Cette liste n’est pas compléte, parmi d’autres dénominations 
de cet animal on peut relever mongol eberlig, mandjou éacintu, tontu, 
tubitu et une intéressante donnée turque du dictionnaire londonien 
du Bureau des Traducteurs. Le chinois k‘i-lin y est rendu par ture 


Ba bd fAI JL bd que je lis *arliur meis dont je ne sais pour 
l'instant que faire. 

De toute évidence les langues altaiques ne possédent pas un nom 
original pour désigner la licorne; les emprunts sont faits au chinois, 
au sanscrit, à l'arabe, au persan, au tibétain. Seul bulan parait étre 
une exception mais le sens original de ce mot devrait être « élan ». 


D Op. cit. p. 109. 
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On W ater-Transport in Central Eurasia 


By Denis Sınor (Cambridge) 


Though water-transport has plaved but a limited röle in the lives of Altaic 
peoples, it is part of their material culture and as such deserves attention. Over the 
years I have collected some relevant material which, I think, may be of interest to 
ethnologists. historians and comparative linguists. My investigation is far from 
complete; in particular I have abstained from methodically combing the travel 
accounts for relevant information. What I found in them presented little or no 
interest beyond the overall facts often very inaccurately described, but Iam sure that 
methodical research would yield better results. 

The material I here present falls into two parts. The first is a collection of data 
found in historical sources, the second a survey of some of the names of water-craft 
found in Altaic languages. 

In examining the evidence, both textual and linguistic, it is most important that 
clear distinction should be made between the various types of water-craft. When- 
ever possible I shall try to define, the exact type of light water-craft to which the 
text cited or the word quoted refers; only by doing so can we expect to obtain valid 
results in our investigation. 

At this stage it may be helpful to give a brief enumeration of the various types 
of craft we are likely to encounter. These can conveniently be sub-divided as follows! : 


I, Craft made principally of skin. 


1. Floats, i.e. inflated skins either used to support the body immersed in the 
water or ridden astride. 


2. Rafts buoyed by inflated skins or by skins fitted with dry grass or other 
buoyant material. 


3. Coracles, i.e. mostly circular-shaped craft consisting of a wooden or wicker 
framework on which skins are stretched. 


4. Umiak or baidara-type boats, i.e. fairly large boat-shaped craft, very much 
similar to an ordinary carvel-built boat, where the wooden framework carries & 
shell made of animal hides instead of wood. 


5. Kayaks, i.e. light skin boats completely cloaked over except at the middle 
where there is a hole in which the oarsman sits. 


lIn writing this article I made constant use of James HonRNELL's excellent Water 
transport. Origins and early evolution (Cambridge 1946).—For the study of swimming- 
floats JOHANNES HUBSCHMID, Schläuche und Fässer (Romanica Helvetica vol. 54, Bern 
1955) is indispensable. I gratefully acknowledge my indebtedness to these two works which 
form the background to much of what follows. 
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II. Craft made principally of wood. 

1. Rafts made of logs or reed. 

2. Dug-outs, i.e. craft made by hollowing out a tree-trunk. 

3. Bark canoes, i.e. a craft, the hull of which is made of bark. 


4, Plank-built boats. The most advanced type of boat, clinker- or carvel-built, 
with which we shall not be dealing in the present paper. 


Texts 


I.1. The use of floats is well attested in the history of Altaic peoples. Skins 
filled with dry grass were used by the Comans in the 12th century. Niketas Chonia- 
tes gives us the following description:! 


“Um über den Strom zu kommen, brauchen die Skythen (=Comans) nicht viel 
Vorbereitung: sie füllen Ledersäcke mit Stroh und schnüren sie sorgfältig zu, daß 
auch nicht der kleinste Tropfen eindringen kann. Dann legen sie den Sattel und ihre 
Waffen auf das Floß und binden es an den Schwanz ihres Pferdes. Auf solche Weise 
schwammen die Skythen damals, ihr Pferd wie ein Schiff sein Segel benützend, 
mühelos über die breite Wasserfläche des Istros." 


In a letter sent by Frederick II to Henry III of England it is said that the Tar- 
tars „sagittarii incomparabiles, utres ferunt artificialiter factos, quibus flumina 
transmeant indempnes rapacissima et paludes." ? 

The Hungarian 12th century chronicler known as the Anonymus relates that 
the Hungarians "fluvium Etyl super tulbou sedentes ritu paganismo transnatave- 
runt” 3. The operative word tulbou refers to a skin float, which, however, could either 
be inflated or stuffed with grass. The text would suggest the use of bestridden twin 
floats. 

Probably a similar type of contrivance was used by the Comans when, as related 
by Georgios Akropolites, fleeing from the Tartars they crossed the Danube.* 

The existence of swimming floats can be inferred from an Old-Turkic Manichaean 
text. The relevant passage in Bang and Gabain’s translation reads as follows: “Und 
die Báume schwellen an und werden aufgeblasen, wie wenn ein Mann mit der Kraft 
des Windes den Schwimmschlauch aufblüst."5 The word translated by “Wind- 
schlauch "is tolgug. As we shall see in the second part of this study®, the Turkic word 
in question has usually a more general meaning and its use is not restricted to denote 
inflated leather bags used as floats. The context, however, leaves no doubt as to 
the meaning of the word. As the tolquq is here definitely spoken of as being inflated, 
it could have hardly had any other use but that of a swimming-float. 


1 FRANZ GABLER, Die Krone der Komnenen (Graz 1958) p. 132. 

? Quoted by Matthew Paris, MGH.SS. XXVIII, p. 211. 

? Seriptores Rerum Hungaricarum I, editor: Emericus Szentpétery (Budapest 
1937), p. 41. 

*doxoig rò» ”Ioroov ĝıansodoavtes Migne PG. 140, col. 1061. On the word doxoc 
**a skin made into a bag, esp. a wine-skin”’, cf. HUBSOHMID, op. cit. pp. 79—81. 

5 Ein uigurisches Fragment über den manichäischen Windgott (UJb Bd. 8, 248— 50), 
p. 261. 

6 p. 174. 
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1.2. Rafts buoyed by inflated skins are seldom expressedly mentioned in texts 
though, judging by modern evidence, their use must have been wide-spread. They 
were used, among other instances, by the Mongol troops of Kublai khan at the 
crossing of the Chin-sha-chiang in 1253. 

An interesting and hitherto misunderstood reference to inflated skin rafts can 
be found in the Turfan-Turkie version of the Suvarnaprabhäsa sütra. The pious 
wish is there expressed :? sansarliy taluy ügiiz iéintà tar kami bulayin “may I, amidst 
the seas of the samsüra, find an (inflated skin) raft!".—Malov translated? tar kämi 
by "recHas anba” ie. a "narrow bost”. In fact in the vocabulary he translates tar 
by en" and refers to the Qutadyu bilig and to Azeri. Though in this lan- 
guage there undoubtedly exists a word dar , narrow", I feel certain that tar has, in 
the above-mentioned sentence, the meaning of "skin-float" 5. The compound tar 
kämi must refer to a "raft buoyed by inflated skins". 

If rafts are not more often mentioned in connection with the peoples of Central 
Eurasia, though an examination of their vocabulary clearly shows that the use of 
such a type of water craft has always been widespread among them, the reason for 
this relative silence must be sought in two circumstances. The first of these, I think, 
is that only somewhat unusual means of water transport were thought worth 
mentioning, the second that rafts carried by floats were probably often confused 
with simple swimming floats. 

I.3. The Mongol craft described by Plano Carpini is obviously of the coracle 
type: "When they (the Mongols) come to a river, they cross it in the following 
manner, even if it is wide. The nobles have a circular piece of light leather, round 
the edge of which they make numerous loops, through which they thread a rope; 
they draw this up so that it makes a pouch, which they fill with their clothes and 
other things, pressing them down very tightly together; on top of these, in the mid- 
dle, they put their saddles and other hard things. The men also sit in the middle and 
they tie the boat they have made in this way to the tail of & horse. They make one 
man swim in front with the horse to guide 1t, or sometimes they have a couple of 
oars with which they row to the other side of the water and so cross the river“. 

It would seem from this description that the framework was constituted by the 
“saddles and other hard things”, together with the remainder of the load ‘‘pressed 
down very tightly together". 

Thomas of Spalato speaks of the Mongols having coracles with the hide casing 
stretched over a framework of wicker. As this reference has, to the best of may 
knowledge, remained unknown by those interested in skin boats, I had better put 
it here in its original form:? “Nulla pene rapidorum fluminum eis aqua obsistit, 





1Q. FRANKE, Geschichte des chinesischen Reiches IV (Berlin 1948), p. 317. 

* 613. Cf. S. E. Marov, Pamjatniki drevnetjurkskoj pis'mennosti (Moskva-Leningrad 
1951), pp. 165, 182. 

3 Ibid. p. 182. 

* Ibid. p. 426. 

5 Cf. infra p. 170. 

9 The Mongol Mission. Narratives and letters... translated by a Nun of Stanbrook 
Abbey. Edited by CHRISTOPHER Dawson (London and New York 1955). — The best English 
translation of Plano Carpini's account. 

* Historia Salonitana (Monumenta Spectantia Historiam Slavorum Meridionalium 
XXVI, Zagreb 1894), pp. 170—171. 
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quominus eam equis transeant insidendo; si qua uero immeabilis unda occurrit, 
continuo in modum lemborum ex uiminibus cistas intexunt, superducentes crudas 
animalium cutes, quibus sarcinas inferentes intrant et transeunt absque metu." 

According to Ibn al-Athir, the Mongols used coracles with & wooden frame: 
"They made out of wood something like large water troughs, covered them with 
ox-hides in order that they should be water-tight, placed their weapons and uten- 
sila in them, led their horses into the water, grasped their tails (with their hands), 
having fastened these wooden troughs to themselves, so the horse towed the man 
and the man towed the troughs filled with weapons etc. and thus everything crossed 
at the same time." Barthold, in whose translation! we have quoted this passage, is 
quite justified in asking whether Ibn al-Athir had really grasped the technical 
details of the Mongol craft. 

Ibn al-Athri speaks of ox-hides, but horse-hides were also used for the making 
of coracles. The Rabbi Petachia of Ratisbon, travelling in the second half of the 
12th century, reports that in the land of Kedar, i.e. in the regions lying east of the 
Dniepr and inhabited by Comans and Pechenegs, “they have no ships, but sew 
together ten extended horse hides and a thong on the border round; they then seat 
themselves on the hides, placing there also the waggons and all luggage. They then 
tie the thong, on the border of the hides, to the tails of the horses, which swim, and 
thus they pass over the water.’’? | 

A detailed description of coracles is contained in Ibn Fadlän’s account of his 
journey to the Bulgars of the Volga (921—922):3 "And we travelled forth until we 
came to the river Yaghandi?. There the people took their skin boats which had been 
made from camel's hide, spread them out and took the goods from the Turkish 
camels; and as (the boats) are round, they put (the goods) inside them till they spread 
out. Then they filled them up full with garments and wares. When each skin boat was 
full, the group of five, six or four men, more or less, sat in them. They took in 
their hands birchwood and used it like oars and kept on rowing while the water 
carried the boat on down and it spun around until we got across." 

Not being an Arabist I am unable to discuss the exact meaning of the word 
sufar applied in the text to coracles. Canard translates it as "bateau pliant", 
Kovargvsxi) has HopoxuB Memiok “travelling bag", Czeazépy® speaks of 
“Lederschläuche”, which is inadmissible. Canar» is right in pointing out that “De 


1 Turkestan down to the Mongol invasion (2nd ed. London 1928), pp. 420—421. 

2 A. DENISON— WILLIAM F.ArNSWORTH, Travels of Rabbi Petachia of Ratisbon (2nd. 
ed. London 1861), p. 3. 

3 There exist at least four recent translations of this passage: ZEKI VALIDI ToGaN, 
Ibn Fadlän’s Reisebericht (Abh.f. die Kunde des Morgenlandes X X1V,3,1939), pp. 31—32; 
A.P. KovaLevskıJ, Kniga ibn-Fadlana o ego puteëestvii na Volgu v 921—922 gg. (Kharkov 
1956), p. 130; Marros CANARD, La relation du voyage d’Ibn Fadlán chez les Bulgares de la 
Volga (Annales de l'Institut d'Études Orientales, Alger, XVI, 1958, 41—146), pp. 81—82; 
RoBERT P. BLAkE— RicHARD N. Frye, Notes on the Risala of Ibn-Fadlän (Byzantina- 
Metabyzantina I, pt. 2,1949, 7 —37), p.20. —I reproduce here this last translation, because 
it is clear and is in English. 

* For the spelling of the name of this river I have adopted the reading of Kovalevskij 
and Canard. 

5 Zur Meschheder Handschrift von Ibn Fadläns Reisebericht (AOH I, 1951, 217 — 260) 
p. 225. 


160 Denis Sınor 


toute façon il ne s’agit pas de radeaux bien connus montés sur des outres et appelés 
atwáf." The text shows quite clearly that coracles are meant. Ibn Fadlàn's account 
is also interesting because he describes the coracles as being propelled by paddles 
and not merely attached to the tails of horses. In fact he explicitly mentions that 
“With regard to the horses and camels, they called to them and they came swimm- 
ing across.” Even the danger involved in using these fragile craft for the crossing of 
large rivers becomes evident from Ibn Fadlän’s account. When used for the crossing 
of the river Ural "the largest, widest, swiftest”, Ibn Fadlàn "age how a skin boat 
upset in it, so that those which were on it were drowned. 

From our point of view only one fact reduces the value of Ibn Fadlän’s account. 
He describes how his expedition during its lengthy stay in Gurganiya “bought 
Turkish camels and had made, in view of the rivers which we would have to cross 
in the land of the Turks, skin boats out of camel hides’. It is conceivable, though 
unlikely, that the art of making these coracles was not local but brought with the 
Arabs of the expedition. 

Less explicitly described but no doubt coracles are the craft referred to in the 
following passages: 

Matthew Paris in speaking of the Mongols reports:* “They have boats of ox- 
hides, which ten or twelve of them own in common; they are able to swim or to 
manage a boat, so that they can cross the largest and swiftest rivers without let 
or hindrance." 

The Hungarians are said to have used skin boats in their attack on Venice in 899. 
The text of the Chronicon Venetum has “cum ... pelliciis navibus"? and I must 
disagree with Hubschmid* who interprets this passage as referring to floats. Almost 
certainly coracles are meant here. 

Arthur Waley calls my attention to & notice in the Chin Shu (123, 8r) where it 
is related that in his campaign against the rebel Ti Chao, Mu-jung Ch'ui (ruler of the 
Later Yen dynasty, of Hsien-pi origin) deceived the enemy as regards the place at 
which he was going to cross the Yellow River, by making “a hundred or more bulls- 
hide boats and filling them with armed decoy troops." —1t must be noted that the 
Later Yen dynasty, though of Altaic origin, was too much sinicised for this text 
to be taken as a reference to an Altaic technique. | 

A relatively modern but interesting account of the building of coracles is 
contained in the travel-account of Ysbrants Ides, Ambassador from the Czar to the 
Emperor of China. On the 13th August 1693 the Ambassador and his retinue 
reached the river Gan, an eastern tributary of the Argun. 

This river—the Ambassador relates°—““occasioned us a very troublesome pas- 
sage, 1t being so deep by reason of the swollen Waters, that no Camel could reach 
the bottom, so that we were forced to search for Trees (in this desolate uninhabited 
Wilderness, where no other hope was left), which having felled we bound in couples, 


1 BLAKE-FRYE op. cit. p. 12. 

? Cf. W. W. ROCKHILL, The Journey of William of Rubruck (London 1900), pp. XV 
and XVI. 

3 A. F. Gomsos, Catalogus Fontium Historiae Hungaricae II (Budapest 1937), p. 1313. 

* Op. cit. p. 113. 

5 Three Years Travels from Moscow over-land to China... Printed in Dutch ... and 
now Faithfully done into English (London 1706), p. 48. 
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to carry over our Goods and travelling Provisions: And for our own passage we 
also made a sort of Boats of small Twigs, which we covered with Ox-hides sewed 
together, which proved tolerable Barks, and would carry about a thousand Pound 
weight. The Horses, Oxen and Camels were swom over, which indeed the last did 
very easily; for as soon as they loose footing on the Ground, they turn themselves 
on one side, without stirring their Feet, like a Floating Leathern Bag...”. 

I feel quite certain that the craft built by Ides were coracles and not “small and 
light canoes” as Shirokogoroff! wanted them to be. 

1.4. Few references are made to larger, umiak-type, skin boats, and even these 
can be interpreted as relating to coracles. Marwäzi, writing in the 12th century, 
mentions a people Füri or Qüri, living beyond and to the east of the Kirghiz, in im- 
penetrable forests. “The boats which they employ for the transport of their loads 
consist of the skins of fish and wild animals”? 

The Shih-wei are known to have made use of skin boats, but nothing is said in 
Chinese sources on the way they were constructed’. 

According to Korean sources, during a Ju-chen attack on Korea (12th century) 
skin boats were used by the invaders.4 

I. 5. There is no evidence to show that the kayak has ever been used by an 
Altaic people. But as, later in this article, I shall have to deal with the name of 
that craft, I should like to mention a Chinese text which, 1f my interpretation is 
correct, contains by far the earliest reference we have to kayaks. 

It is a notice on the Ch'ü-tu-mei, a people which is first mentioned during the 
Sui dynasty (589—618). They lived north of the Shih-wei. According to the T’ung 
tien? "They can float standing, float lying down, or tread (the water) with waists 
submerged, just as though they were walking on dry land. They often go in large 
boats and when they reach the Northern Shih-wei, they pillage them." 

A man sitting in a kayak, particularly if the sea is choppy, gives the impression 
of someone who “floats standing with waist submerged.” The kayak itself is hardly 
visible above the waves and the moving oarsman seems to be floating without the 
help of any contrivance. Taking into account Chinese fondness for everything out of 


1 Northern Tungus migrations in the Far East (J NCh.Br. RAS. LVII, 1926, 123—183), 
p. 163. 

2 V. Mınorsky, Sharaf al-Zamän Tahir al-Marwazi on China, the Turks and India 
(London 1942), p. 31. 

3 Cf. the references in W. EBERHARD, Kultur und Siedlung der Randvölker Chinas 
(Leiden 1942), p.43.—Paraphrases of the relevant Chinese texts can be found in 
J. KLAPROTH, Tableaux historiques de l'Asie (Paris 1826), p.91, and Les GIBERT, 
Dictionnaire historique et géographique de la Mandchourie (Hongkong 1934), p. 116.—A 
promising reference to the Yii-chih-t’ang t'an-wei made by EBERHARD (the Shih-wei 
„machen Boote aus Leder über einem Holzgestell‘‘) proved to be mistaken. The work is not 
available in Cambridge, but ArTHUR WALEY was kind enough to look up the passage. 
According to him all it says is: “They (the Shih-wei) use skins to make boats and bend wood 
to make houses.” 

* Cf. Best NirsmmMURA, A study of ancient ships in Japan IV, Skin-boats (Tokyo 
1931), p. 134. 

5200, 6r, With unimportant variants the same notice is repeated in the T'ai-p'ing 
huan-yü-chi 199, 9r. — I am very much indebted to my friend ArTHUR WALEY for providing 
me with this translation. 
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the ordinary, I would be very much tempted to recognise in this description a man 
using a kayak. The mention of large boats does not contradict my interpretation, 
it could well indicate the existence of umiaks alongside the use of kayaks. Obviously 
I cannot consider the above-quoted text as conclusive evidence, but I thought it 
well worth quoting. 

II.1. Rafts are mentioned in the Secret History (ch. 106 and 109). They are 
said to have been constructed by tying together twitch-grass!. 

In an edict dated 1314 Buyantu khan speaks of rafts and boats belonging to a 
certain Taoist community?. Though the edict is in Mongol (and in Chinese), the 
facts related in it have no direct relevance to our subject. The meaning of the word 
for "raft" (hua) seems to be guaranteed by the Chinese version, but it cannot 
possibly be (as Poppe suggests)? the transcription of Chinese fa. 

I owe to Arthur Waley a reference taken from the Sui Shu (84, 21) where it is 
said of the Southern Shih-wei that “when they want to cross water they make rafts 
by binding brushwood or make boats with hides". 

Pellioté quotes a description given in the Yüan-shih of the battle between 
Mongols and Hungarians at the river Sajó (1241). To cross it, Sübütel ordered rafts 
to be made. We do not known how these were constructed; Latin sources relating 
the same event make no mention of them. 

Log rafts are often mentioned in Vogul folklore$. 

11.2. Dug-outs are mentioned in Priskos' famous account of his mission to the 
Huns. He describes his embassy's journey to the Danube?: “Dort nahmen uns 
Fergen der Barbaren in Einbäumen (£v oxdqect uovo&óAotc) auf, die sie selbst zu- 
schneiden und aushóhlen. Sie setzten uns über den Fluß; freilich waren sie nicht 
unseretwegen dort zur Stelle, sondern um ein Barbarenheer überzusetzen, das uns 
unterwegs begegnen sollte . . ." 

A very interesting, half-hidden reference to dug-outs can be found in the Turkic 
legend of Oghuz kaghan. 

Verses XXIII—X XIV ? describe the arrival of Oghuz at the river Itil and how a 
clever man in his army, Uluy Ordu Big, noticing many trees on the riverside, felled 
them. Unfortunately there are three lacunae in the text of the description and we 
cannot tell what Uluy Ordu Bag actually did with the trees. But the following 
sentence is perfectly unambiguous: iyac-larda yaddi käëdi “he lay on the trees and 
crossed (the river)". Oghuz kaghan, delighted with his achievement, decided that 
Uluy Ordu Bäg’s name should be changed to Qipéaq Bag. 


1 The word used for ‘raft’ is sal. Cf. infra p. 171. The name of the plant is sagal batyan. 

2 N. Porre, The Mongolian monuments in hP'ags-pa script (Wiesbaden 1957), 
pp. 49—50. 

3 Ibid. p. 93. 

* Notes sur l'histoire de la Horde d'Or (Paris 1950), p. 131. 

5 Cf. KANNISTO- VIRTANEN-LIIMOLA, Materialien zur Mythologie der Wogulen (MSFOu. 
CXIII), pp. 83—84; B. Munkácsi, Vogul népkóltési gyüjtemény I (Budapest 1892— 1902), 
p. 223 

8 ERNST DOBLHOFER, Byzantinische Diplomaten und östliche Barbaren (Graz 1955), 
p. 29; Priskos M 8. 

? Ct. W.Bana—G.R.Racnmatt, Die Legende von Oghuz Qaghan, (SPAW 1932 X XV, 
683—724), p.696; A.M. Stersax, Oguz-nàme.—Mubaddat-nàme (Moskva 1959), 
pp. 44—45. 
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The legend relates a number of anecdotes, similar in construction, in which the 
name of the hero is connected with his particular skill. We are therefore entitled to 
ace in the name Qipéaq a word somehow related to the construction of boats. This 
consideration prompted Pelliot: to wonder why the word gipéag had come to be 
used in this context. Earlier, in the same article?, in a detailed examination of the 
name Qiptaq and of the legends connected with it, Pelliot had come to the conclu- 
sion that it meant “a hollow tree", It simply did not occur to him that "boat" and 
"hollow three" may be connected. There is no point in repeating Pelliot’s conclusive 
arguments, but we do not any longer need to ask why the name “hollow tree" was 
given to the man who with the help of tree-trunks succeeded in getting the army 
over the river. Uluy Ordu Big alias Qipéaq Bag is the mythical inventor of the dugout. 

To facilitate future research it may be worth mentioning that the heroic poems 
of the Voguls often speak of dug-outs which they describe in some detail?. 


Vocabulary 


1. Perhaps the most common name of a small boat in Turkic languages is 
qayiq. Earliest form by KaSyari: gayyig. The word occurs in qayiq form, inter alia, 
in the following languages: Kirghiz, Kazak, Uzbek, Nogaj, Bashkir, and, strangely 
enough, in Turkish. Kumyk has k’ayik’, Tatar kaek, modern Uygur keyik. Voiced 
initials can be found in Turkmen gayik and Azeri gayig.—It is worth noting that in 
Oirot qayiq has the sense of ‘oar’, and that Khakass zaziz means ‘spoon’. 


1 Sur la légende d’Uyuz-khan en écriture ouigoure (TP XXVII 1930 247—358), 
p. 324. 

2 pp. 279—281. 

3 B. Munk&osı op. cit. IT, (Budapest 1910—1921) pp. 0609—0615. 

* To indicate the source of each word separately would have burdened my text unduly, 
and I think, superfluously. Specific references were given only when, either the source had 
been put to usc only once or twice, or alternative sources for the given language are 
available. Unless otherwise stated, my sources were as follows: 

Turkic: —WiLHELM RADLorr, Versuch eines Worterbuches der Türk-Dialecte 
1—IV (St. Petersburg 1893—1911).—For Old-Turkic, mainly, ANNEMARIE VON GABAIN, 
Alttürkische Grammatik (Leipzig 1941). For Middle-Turkic I most often refer to 
C. BROCKELMANN, Mitteltürkischer Wortschatz, nach Mahmüd al-Käëyaris Divan Luyat 
at-Turk (Budapest 1928); K. GRØNBECH, Komanisches Wörterbuch (København 1942): 
A. ZAJACZEOWSKI, Vocabulaire arabe-kiptchak de l'époque de l'état Mamelouk, Bulgat 
al-mu&tàq fi lugat at-Turk wa-l-Qifaq I (Warszawa 1958); AHMET CAFEROĞLU, Abu- 
Hayyän, Kitäb al-Idrák li-lisän al-Aträk (Istanbul 1931).— For contemporary Turkic 
languages (in approximate alphabetical order of the languages concerned), G. GusEJNov, 
AzerbajdZansko-russkij slovar? (Baku 1939); M. A. Sırauıev-E. H. Orvéov, Azerbaj- 
dZansko-russkij slovar’ (Baku 1951), the team-produced Baëkirsko-russkij slovar’ (Moskva 
1958); N. K. Durrnrgv-K. Z. AKHMEROV-J. G. BAISEV, Russko-baskirskij slovar’ (Moskva 
1948); N. K. DwrrgrEv, Russko-6uvasskij slovar’ (Moskva 1951); H. PAASONEN, Csuvas 
sz6jegyzek (Budapest 1908); N. A. Basxaxov, Karakalpaksko-russkij slovar (Moskva 
1058); Ka. Maxumupov-G. Musapary, Kazakhsko-russkij slovar (Alma-Ata 1954); 
N. T. SAURANBAEV, Russko-kazakhskij slovar’ (Moskva 1954); N. A. BAskaxov-A. I. Is. 
KIZEKOVA-GREKUL, Khakassko-russkij slovar’ (Moskva 1953); K. K. Yupauın, Kırgız 
aózlügü I—II (Ankara-Istanbul 1945—48), Russko-kirgizskij slovar’ (Moskva 1957); 
Z. Z. BAMMATOV, Russko-kumykskij slovar’ (Moskva 1960); N. A. Baskarov, Russko 
nogajskij slovar’ (Moskva 1956); N. A. BaskaAkov-T. M. ToSéaxova, Ojrotsko-rusakij 
slovar (Moskva 1947); R. Gazizov-N. IseNBEG-G. ISMUKHAMETOV,  Tatarsko-rusakij 
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Kowalewski quotes a “vulgar” (whatever this may mean) literary Mongol form 
qayaq, and the word is attested in Kalmuck: zajpg. 

Evenki has kajuk “birch-bark canoe’, a word already cited by Castrén. I cannot 
trace the source of an ajuk “Birkenboot’ form mentioned by Ramstedt!. As Ram- 
stedt used to quote from memory, this form may have never existed. 

In view of the fairly narrow distribution of this word among the Mongol and 
Tunguz languages, it seems reasonable to suppose that the Mongol and Tunguz 
forms are borrowings from Turkic. Indeed, the Turkic forms seem to constitute the 
roots of a word-tree the branches of which cover not only the whole of Central 
Eurasia, but also Europe and the Arctic Regions of Europe, Asia and America. 

Let us first consider some Finno-Ugrian forms. Ostiak kazak “Kaik, gedecktes 
Boot’? is certainly a borrowing from some Turkic dialect?.—4A doubtful Votiak 


slovar (Kazan’ 1950); N. K. Durrrizv, Russko-tatarskij slovar’ I—II (to me available) 
(Kazan 1955—56); H. C. Hony, A Turkish-English dictionary (Oxford 1947); N. A. Bas- 
KAKOV-M. Ja. KHAMZAEV, Russko-turkmenskij slovar’ (Moskva 1956); A. A. PAL'MBAKH, 
Tuvinsko-russkij slovar? (Moskva 1955); T. R. Raxamov, Russko-ujgurskij slovar’ 
(Moskva 1956).— Ujgursko-kitajsko-russkij slovar’ (Peking 1953); S.F. AKABIROY- 
2. M. Macrurov-A. T. KuopZAkuawNov, Uzbeksko-russkij slovar’ (Moskva 1959); E.K. 
PEKARSKIJ, Slovar jakutskogo jazyka I—III (Petrograd-Leningrad 1907 —1927). 

Mongol.—J. E. KowALEWSEI, Dictionnaire mongol-russe-frangais I—III (Kazan' 
1844—1849), the collective work: Mongol-English Practical Dictionary (for the Evan- 
gelical Alliance Mission, 1949—1953); A. R. RrsCrNÉ, Kratkij mongol'sko-russkij slovar’ 
(Moskva 1947); A. LuvsaxD£NDÉv, Mongol'sko-russkij slovar’ (Moskva 1957); C. B. Cv- 
DENDAMBAEV, Russko-burjat-mongol’skij slovar’ (Moskva 1954); G.J. RAMSTEDT, 
Kalmückisches Wörterbuch (Helsinki 1935); AwrorwE MosTAERT, Dictionnaire ordos 
I—III (Peking 1941—44); A. DE SMEDT-A. MOSTAERT, Dictionnaire monguor-français 
(Pei-p'ing 1933). 

Tunguz.— Erica Haver, Handwörterbuch der Mandschusprache I—III (Wiesbaden 
1952—55); H. C. vou DER GABELENTZ, Mandschu-Deutsches Wörterbuch (Abh. f. die 
Kunde des Morgenlandes, III, 2, Leipzig 1864); Q. M. Vasınevit, Evenkijsko-russkij 
slovar’ (Moskva 1958), Russko-évenkijskij (russko-tungusskij) slovar’ (Moskva 1948); 
V. I. Cıncıus-L. D. Rršes, Russko-övenskij slovar’ (Moskva 1952); W. GRUBE, Goldisch- 
deutsches Wörterverzeichnis mit vergleichender Berücksichtigung der übrigen tun- 
gusischen Dialekte (Anhang zum III. Bande; L. von SCHRENCK, Reisen und Forschungen 
im Amur Lande, St. Petersburg 1900); O. P. Sunix, Kur-urmijskij dialekt (Leningrad 
1958); E. I. Trrov, Tungussko-russkij slovar’ (Irkutsk 1926), P. Scumipt, The language 
of the Olchas (Acta Universitatis Latviensis VIII, 1923, 229—288), The language of the 
Oroches (ibid. XVII, 1927, 17 —62). 

To facilitate the identification of the sources, the Nanaj forms quoted by Grube are 
referred to as “Goldi”. 

Transcriptions had to be simplified and could not be normalized.—' To simplify the 
task of the printer, simple Russian definitions were translated into English as follows: 
“boast noyKa; “dug-out” = NOAKA-HONÖNEHKA, Jr0JIOzteHHas JIOjKa ; "birch-barkcanoe" 
= JI0nmka OepecraüHka; “plank-built boat" — gocuaTas J07kKa3; “raft” — mot: “skin- 
boat" — ko»&aHaA NOJIKA. 

1 Op. cit. p. 161. 

2 K, F. KARJALAINEN-Y. H. TOIVONEN, Ostjakisches Wörterbuch I—II (Helsinki 
1948), p. 385. 

3 This was first noticed by Munkácsi and re-examined by H. PAASONEN, Uber die 
türkischen Lehnwörter im Ostjakischen (FUF IT 1902) p. 122. The idea was adopted by 
ToIvonen, Ostjak. Wb. p. 385. 
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kaj ‘boat’ could, according to Munkäcsil, also be connected with the Turkic 
forms. 

More interesting is the case of Hungarian hajo ‘ship’. The oldest known forms 
of this word have a diphthongal ending (hojou) which, in the normal course of 
Hungarian phonetical development, gave the long vowel of the present word. 
Szinnyei? connected kajó with Ostiak zën, Vogul xvas, zap, an etymology accepted 
by Birczı®. Corumper®, quoting the Vogul and Ostiak forms refers to hajó, 
without, however, formally connecting it with the Ob-Ugrian words. Elsewhere in 
the same book® Collinder hypothetically links hajé with Erzä-Mordvin kujme, 
Moksha-Mordvin kujme, kujve “basket, flat trough, tray',—an etymology first 
suggested by Toivonen$. The Ostiak and Vogul words are linked by Torvonen? 
to Votiak kipi, Gen “Klotz, Baumstamm’. As he does not mention the Hungarian 
word, one can surmise, that in TorvoxEN's mind hajé was not to be linked to the 
Ob-Ugrian forms. These have recently been examined by Irene N. SrsEsTYvÉN?. 
She sees in the first element of Vogul gäp-jiv“ fir-tree” the Ob-Ugrian word for 
“boat”, and, to support her theory, quotes North-Ostiak juz “tree, boat”. She does 
not mention hajó. Nor does Srez? when citing Ostiak xop, though he usually 
refers to Hungarian equivalents. 

Thus, there seems to be considerable uncertainty &bout the Finno-Ugrian 
etymology of Hungarian hajó, a fact which emboldens me to put forward a new, 
Turkic, etymology. 

A Turkic gayig ~ Hungarian hajó correspondence fits perfectly into the pattern 
of the Turkic loan-words of Hungarian. 

Turkic words ending in vowel -|- k, g, q, y are regularly represented in Hungarian 
by words ending in a long vowel: Hungarian kapu ‘gate’ (< qapuy), komló “hop” 
(< qumlaq), karó ‘stake’ (< qaziq) etc. etc. There is no need to expatiate on this 
well-known correspondence 9, 

More difficult to explain is the initial h- of'Àhajó. There is but one undoubtedly 
Turkic loan-word in Hungarian showing the same particularity: komok ‘sand’ 
(< gumaq). In all the other cases Turkic q- remains a stop in Hungarian". The 
homok — qumag correspondence is, however, so obvious that no one ever thought 
of rejecting it. We thus have at least one other example of Turkic g- ~ Hungarian 
h- correspondence. But I think the proposed etymology of hajó could be made 
acceptable even without the corroborative evidence of homok. 

Initial Finno-Ugrian k- followed by a back-vowel regularly developed into 
Hungarian h- + back-vowel. E.g. Hungarian hat ‘6’ ~ Ostiak gót, Vogul kat, 


1A votjäk nyelv szötära (Budapest 1896). 

2 Magyar nyelvhasonlitäs (7th ed. Budapest 1927), p. 39. 

3 Magyar szófejtó szótár (Budapest 1941), s. v. hajó. 

* Fenno-Ugrie vocabulary (Stockholm 1955), p. 93. 

5 P. 80. 

5 MSFOu LII, p. 312. 

? Wortgeschichtliche Streifzüge (FUF XV 1915), p. 71. 

3 Fák és fás helyek régi nevei az uráli nyelvekben (NyK LI 1943), p. 425. 

? Ostjakische Grammatik und Chrestomathie (Leipzig 1950), p. 137. 

10 Cf. more recently G. Bánczr, A magyar szókincs eredete (Budapest 1951), p. 49. 

11 L, LIGETI, Mongolos jóvevényszavaink kérdése (NyK XLIX 1935, 100—271) did 
most to clarify the k- in Hungarian loan-words of Turkic origin. For reasons not to be 
detailed here I cannot accept the Turkic etymology of Hungarian harang ‘bell’. 
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Finnish kuute- etc. Only in loan-words, of whatever origin, has k- remained un- 
changed in a similar position?. One could therefore imagine with a considerable 
measure of justification, that kajó had been borrowed at an epoch previous to the 
q- + back-vowel > h- + back-vowel change. The initial q- of gayig changed into z- 
and ultimately into k- together with the g- sounds of words of Finno-Ugrian 
origin. This same theory has, in slightly various forms, been put forward to explain 
the initial h- of homok?, An interesting problem is set by the different treatment of 
-q in homok and hajó. Its discussion would lead us far away from our present 
subject. 

It is certain that qayiq was borrowed by Hungarian at a very early stage of its 
history, perhaps even during the Ugrian period. The Ostiak and Hungarian words 
could then represent two differently evolved forms of the Turkic gayiq borrowed 
by Ugrian. Against such an hypothesis is the fact that in the Upper-Demjanka 
dialect of Ostiak, in which the word kazak is attested, the Old-Ostiak a is represented 
by o. Steinitz® puts this a > o change at the first half of the 17th century. Thus, 
had the Turkic word been borrowed at an early period, the Ostiak would show a 
first syllable o. Ostiak kayak must therefore be considered a relatively recent borrow- 
ing from an unspecified Turkic dialect and cannot directly be connected with 
Hungarian ajó. 

The sphere of distribution of Turkic gayiq extends far beyond the limits of 
Ural-Altaic and there is hardly any European language into which it has not 
penetrated. K. Logorsomt assembled a good number of the occurrences, but 
further details may not be useless. 

Not surprisingly the word is attested in Russian, where it has two different 
forms: karoK “HeOOEDIaA JOMKA C HJIOCKMM AHOM D ABYMA Becuamu”’ and 
Kank “HEÖONBIIOE rpe6noe CynHo 8 Typunn’”®.The second of these words, kauk, 
is not a real loan-word, but rather a terminus technicus borrowed from Turkish 
and used in Russian in its original form and sense. Russian karok was in its turn 
borrowed by the Jugan dialect of Ostiak kötük®, and by Jurak-Samoyede: zajjuk 
~ kayuk?. 

Loxorscx quotes other Slavonic forms, in Ukrainian, Bulgarian, Serbian and 
Polish. Interesting material concerning the history of Polish kaik was assembled 
by ZAJACZEKOWSKISÉ. 


1 W. STEINITZ, Geschichte des finnisch-ugrisehen Vokalismus (Stockholm 1944), 
pp. 21—22: „Die ung. Wörter mit k- vor hinterem Vokal haben keine guten fiugr. Ety- 
mologien . . .* 

2 E. g. G. BArczı, Magyar hangtórténet (2nd ed. Budapest 1958), p. 122; Sz. M. Kıs- 
PAL, Ugor-tórók érintkezések (NyK LIII 1951) p. 56. 

3 Geschichte des ostjakischen Vokalismus (Berlin 1950), p. 53. 

* Etymologisches Wörterbuch der europäischen (germanischen, romanischen und 
slavischen) Wörter orientalischen Ursprungs (Heidelberg 1927), No. 1014. 

5 Definitions according to Slovar’ sovremennogo russkogo jazyka (Moskva-Leningrad 
1956). 

e Cf. PAASONEN, FUF. II 1902, p. 122. 

7 Ail Jurak-Samoyede forms are quoted from T. LEHTISALO, Jurak-samojedisches 
Worterbuch (Helsinki 1956). 

8 Studia orientalistyczne z dziejów slownictwa polskiego (Travaux de la Société des 
sciences et des lettres de Wroclaw, Série A. Nr. 49, 1953), pp. 95—96. 
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Italian caicco, which first appears in the 16th century is a direct borrowing 
from Turkish!. From Italian the word passed into French ca?que (caic), where it 
is first attested in 15792. In the 18th century the Portuguese borrowed the French 
word, caique?, whereas Spanish caique comes from Turkish‘. English caique comes 
from French and has two meanings: “a light skiff propelled by one or more rowers, 
used on the Bosporus" (first attested 1625) and “a Levantine sailing vessel" 
(1666)®. In the 18th century the word reached Swedish: katk, kajık, kasker, keik’. 

Egyptian Arabic borrowed qàgiq from Turkish’. 

To the best of my knowledge Yule® was the first to think of the possibility of a 
connection between qayiq and the Eskimo gayag: “Is it by accident, or by a radical 
connection through Turkish tribes on the arctic shores of Siberia, that the Green- 
lander's kayak is so closely identical?" 

Probably independently, Davi» MaoRrreurE? identified the Turkic and 
Eskimo names and pointed out that they were applied to quite different types of 
craft, According to F. B. Sremer!? “The similarity of the Turk gayig and the 
Eskimo gayag remains of course a matter for further consideration.” The two 
words were connected also by ZayAozkowsxt!, 

The Eskimo qayaq has, in modern times, been borrowed by most European 
languages: German, Dutch, Swedish, Polish, Hungarian kajak, French kayac, 
Italian ca:aco, Portuguese caraque, etc. etc. 

The question now arises: why should the Eskimos adopt a Turkic word to 
designate a type of boat which is typically Eskimo? Or is it not? Kayak has a long 
history. Remains of it were found in the oldest archaeological stratum of St. 
Lawrence Island (Alaska) which probably dates from the 5th century. At the be- 
ginning of the 19th century it was still known among the Samoyedes of the Ob 
estuary. “Nous pouvons, par conséquent—writes A. Leroi-Gourhan!?— considérer 
le kayak comme un trait culturel de grande importance, général pour la mer de 
Béring et répandu à l'est jusqu'au Groenland, à l'ouest jusqu'à la Nouvelle-Zemble, 
au sud-est jusqu'à la péninsule de Kenai, au sud-ouest peut-étre jusqu'au Hok- 
kaido, au moins jusqu'au Kamtchatka.” 

However, a careful study of boat-names will show that they are often borrowed 
and applied to boats of a local type. The English equivalents of Latin barca can be 


1 CARLO BATTISTI- GIOVANNI ALESSIO, Dizionario etimologico italiano (Firenze 1950). 

2 BLOCH-WARTBURG, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue frangaise (Paris 1950). 

3 Jose PEDRO Macuapo: Dicionário etimologico de lingua portuguese (1952). 

* Diccionario critico etimolögico de la lengua castellana (Madrid 1954). 

5 Oxford English Dictionary. 

€ Ordbok över Svenska spräket (Lund 1935). 

”Enno Lirtmann, Türkisches Sprachgut im Agyptisch-Arabischen (Westöstliche 
Abhandlungen Rudolf Tschudi... überreicht, Wiesbaden 1954), p. 122. 

8 Hobson-Jobson (London 1903) s. v. caique. 

? Der Kajak im nördlichen Europa (PETERMANN's Mitteilungen 1911, I, 284—280, II, 
312—313). 

1? Skinboats and the Yakut "xayik" (Ethnos 1939, 3—4, 177—183), p. 182. 

11 Loc. cit. 

12 Archéologie du Pacifique-Nord (Paris 1946), p.36.—A not altogether identical 
picture was given by RupnoLr TREBITSCH, Fellboote und Schwimmsäcke und ihre geo- 
graphische Verbreitung in der Vergangenheit und Gegenwart (Archiv fiir Anthropologie, 
NF XI, 1912, 161—184), passim. 
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applied to barks (barques) as well as to barges. Used as a light coastal vessel on the 
shores of the Adriatic, barca has, in Hungarian, not only risen to the honour of 
becoming the accepted name of Noah’s ark (because of the similitude arca ~ barca), 
but, already in the 13th century, came to be applied to the navicular pierced 
container in which fishermen keep live fish!,—Jurak-Samoyed karabl’a has but 
the name of a caravel. And why did the Samoyedes have to borrow this term? 

There is even an example of the Eskimos borrowing a foreign boat-name. In 
Alaska the Eskimo kayak is called baydarka, the Russian diminutive of a baydar 
~ baydara form of uncertain origin, used by the Kamchadals as the name of a 
larger, open skin-boat, corresponding to the Eskimo wmiak?, The Evenki dialect of 
Uëur-Zeja has bajdara ‘skin-boat’, but the name is also used as the name of a 
quite different type of craft in the Dnieper-region. 

Such examples—their number could easily be multiplied—clearly show that 
semantic or ethnographic considerations favour the linguistically flawless identi- 
fication of gayiq ~ qayaq. We have no clue as to the direction in which the initial 
Turkic-Eskimo borrowing was made, nor can we ascertain the type of boat to 
which the name originally applied. The word has no satisfactory etymology in 
Turkic. Radloff’s old explanation from a gat- "to glide’ verb, seems to me un- 
satisfactory 3. 

In view of the wide area of distribution of the Turkic forms and their gradual 
disappearance towards north and east, I would be tempted to consider qayiq as a 
genuine Turkic word borrowed by the Eskimos. 


2. The Mongol generic term for ‘boat’ originally undoubtedly referred to a 
dug-out. Classical Mongol has ongyuca “bassine, éventaire, grand auge, bac; esquif, 
bateau, vaisseau; mangeoire des chevaux’. Mostaert and Cleaves assembled many 
of the old and dialectical forms of this word*; the dual meaning “trough ~ boat” is 
quite general and leaves no doubt as to the original meaning of ongyuéa: a hollow 
tree. This, then, could be used as a trough, a boat or a coffin (one of the meanings 
of Ordos ongo't3o). In modern literary Mongol we find ongoc(on) “boat”, in Buryat 
ongoso. The oldest occurrence known to me is in the Edict of Buyantu dated 1314, 
where a plural ongqo&'as is used 5, 

The use of this word is very wide-spread among the Tunguz languages. The 
splendid Evenkijsko-russkij slovar’ de G. M. Vasrrevié lists three different forms: 


1 Hungarian bárka. Cf. L. Haprovics, Gálya, bárka, sajka (Pais Emlékkönyv. Budapest 
1956, 284 — 292). 

2 Cf. K. BIRKET-SMITH, The Eskimos (London 1959, p.80, and STEINER op. cit. 
p. 181.— The etymology of 6aïrak and its relation with Oaityapa are uncertain. Max 
VASMER, Russisches etymologisches Wörterbuch, considers the first of these words an 
„anscheinend östliches Lehnwort‘‘. He, and also PREOBRAZENSEIJ, Etimologiteskij slovar’ 
russkago jazyka (Moscow 1910— 14), speak of Gaänapa as of a boat of the Dnieper-region, 
whereas the Slovar’ sovremennogo russkogo jazyka describes it as a boat used in Kam- 
chatka and the Aleutian islands. As Galinar is attested already in Old Russian, it could 
have hardly been borrowed during the Russian conquest of East Siberia. 

3 Wörterbuch... II, column 4. 

t Trois documents mongols des Archives Secrétes Vaticancs (HJAS XV 1952, 419 to 
506), p. 438. 

5 N. Porre, The Mongolian monuments . . . p. 49. 
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ongkoco 'dug-out', in the Podkamenno-Tunguz and Erbogoëen dialects. A small 
drawing shows a fairly elaborate dug-out with eight thwarts. In most Evenki 
dialects onggoéd simply means “boat” ;in the dialect of Cumikan, however, it kept 
the original “dug-out’ meaning. Finally, in the Podkamenno-Tunguz dialect 
Vasilevié records an omkoëo "dug-out’ form. Vasilevié translates “nocyarası m0mpa" 
by Evenki ongkoéa, probably for the sake of expediency: it seems unlikely that 
the users of this practical dictionary should want to find out the Evenki equivalent 
of "dug-out’!. For this same reason we must not attach to much importance to the 
“nonxa” translation by Cincius-RiSes of Even ongoëo. Titov has onggoco with, 
according to dialects, two meanings: “dug-out’ or “plank-boat’. He also notes an 
ongguco form. V. A. Gorcevskaja? lists three ongkoëo forms in the sub-dialects of the 
Podkamenno-Tunguz dialect. In the sub-dialects of Bajkit and of Vanaver they 
are applied to plank-built boats, though in the latter sub-dialect the same term is 
used for dug-outs. In the sub-dialect of Cemdal only this meaning is current. 
Various forms are recorded by Shirokogoroff? and similar Tunguz forms were 
known already to Castrén* and to Czekanowski*. 

Even if we disregard Ramstedt's suggestion®, who wants to connect ongyuca 
with a probably non-existent ongya 'ausgehóhlt', there are other Mongol words 
with which the word for “boat hollow tree’ may be connected: Kowalewski ongqur . 
“enfoncement, cavité, creux”, Kalmuck ongizp ‘ein Loch bohren, die Erde ausgra- 
ben’, ongprzü “vertieft, hohl, gewölbt, Vertiefung, Höhle’, etc. ongyuéa seems 
therefore to be a genuine Mongol word, borrowed by Northern Tungus dialects. 
The absence of the word in Manchu seems to lend support to this theory. The 
original Mongol craft seems to have been a dug-out. 


3. Tunguz languages have a common word for the birch-bark canoe: Evenki 
žav, Sab ‘boat’, Nanaj šai, Olcha Jaz, Udihe (Castrén) Zog, Manchu jaya “Boot mit 
einwärts gekrümmten Spitzen; dasselbe wie tolhon veihu (= birch-bark boat) .—A 
number of other forms are listed by Castrén and Czekanowski. Tunguz forms were 
assembled by Cincius’, who also mentions Mongol jadi. 

Classical Mongol jab: “esquif, canot, chaloupe (parva ratis cuius prora et puppis 
in cuspidem assurgunt) ` among the Russian definitions of the word 'birch-bark 
canoe’ is listed. Modern literary Mongol has zav’ ‘little boat’. The word figures in the 
Peking quinquelingual dictionary (p. 3705) where it translates Manchu tolkon 
veihu. In the same dictionary, the Mongol equivalent of Manchu jaya is jay-a, a 
word otherwise unknown to me and, probably, of bookish origin. 


1T havo just received a copy of an Evenkijsko-russkij slovar', compiled by V. A. Gor- 
CEVSKAJA, V.D.Koresnıkova and QO. A. Konsrantinova (Leningrad 1958), where 
ongkoëo is translated “1. plank-built boat, 2. dug-out’. 

2 Slovarnye osobennosti podkamenno-tungusskikh govorov évenkijskogo jazyka 
(Leningradskij Gos. Pedagog. inst. Utenye Zapiski 101, 1954, 49—70), pp. 56—57. 

3 A Tungus dictionary (Tokyo 1944), p. 103. 

* Grundzüge einer tungusischen Sprachlehre, nebst kurzem Wörterverzeichnis, heraus- 
gegeben von Anton SCHIEFNER (St. Petersburg 1856). 

5 A. SCHIEFNER, Alexander Czekanowski's tungusisches Wörterverzeichnis (Mélanges 
Asiatiques, VIII, 1877, 335—416). 

ê Kalmückisches Wörterbuch, p. 287. 

? Sravnitel'naja fonetika tunguso-man’dZurskikh jazykov (Leningrad 1949), p. 303. 
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A derivative from the above-mentioned roots is Evenki javkan meaning, 
according to dialects, either 'dug-out' or “birch-bark canoe’. 

I think the adduced data show that 3av is a genuine Tunguz word with the 
original meaning of “birch-bark canoe’ and that the Mongol forms are borrowed 
from Tunguz!. 


4. The oldest recorded form of a Turkic name for “swimming-float’ is found in 
Käsyari: tar “Schlauchflo8’, word specifically ascribed to the Tatar and Yabaqu 
tribes. I have shown (see p. 158) that this word occurs in a compound tar kami 
“skin floated raft’ in an Old-Turkic text. It is curious that Malov should not have 
recognized this word, listed by GaBArw for Old-Turkic: tar "Flo —probably a not 
quite accurate definition. 

The original meaning of the word is ‘bag’ and it is widely used among Turkic 
languages: Tuvin aar "Menos us xozocra(ynorpe6zineren JUI HPOUEKABAHUA 
KHCJIOTO MOJIOKa DDR usroToBJeuuu TBOpOra)'". Oirot taar "Menor, KyIb”; 
modern Uygur tayar “memor”. In the Anatolian dialects, as a result of the 
leathern containers being gradually replaced by earthenware pots, a correspond- 
ing semantic change took place: dagar is mostly used in the meaning ‘earthen- 
ware pot *, though in at least one dialect it retained the original "leatherbag" 
meaning. Turkish has dajarcik leather bag or wallet, used by the shepherds, etc.” ,—a 
derivative of dagar. 

The word is attested in Mongol. Classical Mongol has tayar “sac pour faire 
passer le petit lait; bourse de filet; un sac, mesure de blé" ; modern literary Mongol 
(Rincine) taar “1. rpyOHHIËÀ KoBép; HOMOTKAHHOC CYKHO; rpyOaA TKAHB, 
2. Memor", Monguor tär ‘tissu dont on fait des sacs, sac use’. 

Turkic and Mongol forms were compared by Räsänen®. The important form 
quoted by Käëyari seems to have escaped his notice. 

The bisyllabic form was registered in Portugal, oddly enough, almost at the 
same time when Käßyari wrote his work. A Latin document dated 1073 mentions 
tagaram auream*, This is not the only mention of tagara in Medieval Latin. Ducange 
has a quotation from a document in which tagarae are mentioned as a type of vase, 

Hubschmid? would like to connect Albanian tarkaé 'leather-bag' with the 
Turco-Mongol forms. He only hesitates to do so because of his being unable to 
find an appropriate Turkic -qaë suffix. Without wanting to voice an opinion on the 
validity of this rapprochement, I should like to mention that such a denominal 


1 The use of the ja? among the Olchas is mentioned in M. G. Levm-A. P. Porarov, 
Narody Sibiri (Moskva-Leningrad 1956), p. 820. 

3 Türkiye Halk Ağzından Söz Derleme Dergisi II (Istanbul 1941). 

3 Zur Lautgeschichte der türkischen Sprachen (SO XV 1949), p. 113. 

* Cf. R. Dozy-W. H. ENGELMANN, Glossaire des mots espagnols et portugais dérivés de 
Parabe (2nd ed. Leyde 1869), p. 345.—The Arabic etymology there proposed seems un- 
satisfactory. 

5 I suspect Turkic tavar “goods, possession" to be the doublet of tayar, possibly the 
ancestor of Hungarian tár (in compounds, e.g. tárház “‘warehouse’’). The history of this 
word is most involved and deserves further consideration. Cf. also RÄSÄNEN, Laut- 
geschichte . . . p. 125. 

* Op. cit. p. 100. 
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suffix is known to Turkic and is used as a deminutive, e.g. quá ‘bird’, quöga£ ‘little 
bird" !, 

5. Turkic and Mongol languages have at least one common word for ‘raft’: sal. 
From among those assembled by Joki? I should simply like to mention the earliest 
forms. Both Käsyari and the Secret History of the Mongols have sal.—Buryat hala 
could now be added to the list of Mongol forms. 

As pointed out by Joxr, sal had been borrowed by Sajan-Samoyed, Hun- 
garian (szál) and by Ostiak (sot).—Cheremis šolo is a Chuvash loan-word. 

With a slight hesitation I would propose to connect the above-mentioned words 
with Jurak-Samoyed sie “Floß (dazu wird ein vertrockneter Baum gefällt)”, 
Kamass-Samoyed* së “Flo aus zwei zusammengebundenen Baumstämmen, 
beim Fischfang auf den Seen des Sajanischen Gebirges verwendet; Floß im all- 
gemeinen”. 


6. Sal does not seem to have penetrated into the Tunguz world. In fact the 
Tunguz languages, so rich in boat-names, seem to have few, if any, used speci- 
fically for ‘raft’. 

A word ada exists in Manchu and Nanaj in the meaning of ‘raft’. In Olcha and 
Goldi (Grube) it occurs in the sense of 'ship'— but, perhaps, this is just an in- 
accuracy in the definition. The quinquelingual dictionary of Peking defines ada 
by "raft" and equates the word with Mongol and Turki sal. 

A word têmu ‘raft’ can be found in Evenki, Orok, Nanaj. Even has têm, Olcha 
têmu" 5, 

Manchu fase is a Chinese loanword (< Ser fa tzu), whereas Evenki bolöt 


originates from Russian naor. 


7. There exists a general term for "boat (probably plank-built), the use of 
which seems to be limited to a narrow circle of Tunguz dialects. It occurs in Goldi 
ugda, Oroch (Grube) ukda, Samagir ogda, Olcha® ugda. 

Two forms are known in modern Nanaj: ugda ‘plank-built boat’ and ogda. A 
Nana; riddle? “A salmon lives without a backbone but it goes on the Amur and it 
goes on the sea’, has ogda for solution. This surely implies that ogda is a flat-bottom- 
ed, plank-built boat. 

With these forms could, perhaps, be compared Manchu veihu (also veiku) 
"Einbaumkahn, Nachen, Boot’. For the sound-correspondence, compare Evenki 
ikte ~ Manchu veihe 'tooth'.—The usual correspondence is Northern-Tunguz 
-gd- ~ Manchu -97-, but our knowledge of the history of Tunguz languages is still 
so fragmentary that the ugda ~ verhu parallel cannot be ruled out without further 
consideration. 


1 Cf. M. Räsänen, Materialien zur Morphologie der türkischen Sprachen (SO XX 
1957), p. 101. 

2 Die Lehnwörter des Sajansamojedischen (MSFOu CII 1952) pp. 260—261. 

3M. RASANEN, Die tschuwassischen Lehnwörter im Tscheremissischen (MSFOu 
XLVIII 1920), p. 211. 

4A. J. Joxt, Kai Donners Kamassisches Wörterbuch (Helsinki 1944). 

5 Various forms grouped by Crncrus Sravnitel'naja . .. p. 186. 

5 Cited Narody Sibiri, p. 820. 

7 A. P. PurINOEVA, Nanajskie zagadki (Leningradskij Gos. Pedagog. inst. Udenye 
Zapiski 132, 1957, 227 —248), p. 241. 
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With these forms is, perhaps, connected Goldi ogdima “nonka NONÖNeHHAA 
HS HeJIOrO KYCKA NepeBa, IIPeHMYINECTBeHHO N3 MBH. 

I think it possible to establish a relationship between ogdima and a rather rare 
Mongol word, cited by Kowalewski: oyimu “petit bateau, esquif, nacelle’. I cannot 
now, find other Mongol variants, but in the quinquelingual dictionary oyimu is 
given as the equivalent of Manchu jaha. 

Neither Cincius! nor Benzing? speak of a Northern Southern Tunguz -gd- ~ 
Manchu -y- correspondence. This, however, does exist, e.g. Manchu deye- "to 
fly’ ~ Evenki dégde-, Even dêg- Nanaj (Kur-Urmij) dégdeu- ‘id. Manchu -y- ~ 
Mongol -y- correspondences are common, e.g. Manchu/Mongol bayan ‘rich’ ,Manchu/ 
Mongol beye ‘body’, etc.—I would be tempted to see in oyimu a Tunguz word, 
passed into Mongol from Manchu. 


8. Another Tunguz word with a small area of distribution can be found in the 
following forms: Manchu žaka "vorn spitzer und hinten flacher Kahn, Einbaum oder 
aus Brettern hergestellt’; Goldi d’aka "großes Handelsboot’. 

The word is attested already in Ju-chen, in the forms dika, dthai?. 

According to Licet, jaha cannot be divorced from Manchu jahüdar ‘boat’. 
Though likely, the connection cannot be considered certain as long as we cannot 
account for the function of the ending do. Lost quotes a Ju-chen form jazudat. 
Its existence invalidates Hauer's statement? to the effect that jahüda: had been 
a late introduction into Manchu. 

As a matter of fact jahidat is the Manchu generic term for ‘boat’. In the quin- 
quelingual dictionary it is used as the title-word for the “boat’’ section, and is 
translated by Chinese ch’uan, Mongol ongyuéa, Turki kem (sic!). The same dic- 
tionary lists some 25 compounds in which jahüdat is the second term. 


9. The usual Turkic term for “ship” is attested in almost all the Turkic languages. 
but it is unknown to Mongol and Tunguz. 

A selection of the various forms: Old-Turkic kämi, kimi, Coman keme, Käëyari 
kämi (attributed to the Ghuz and the Kipchak), Bulyat al-MuStaq kami, Ibn 
Muhannä kemi. 

Oirot keme, Tuvin zeme, Balkar keme, Nogaj keme, Karakalpak keme, Bashkir 
kama, Uzbek kema, Chuvash (Paasonen) kima, Tuba, Lebed, Sor (Radloff) käbä. 
The meaning of this last word is ‘dug-out’.—Turkish gemi, Turkmen gəmi, Kumyk 
geme. 

A Turkic form was borrowed by Ostiak: kömə". 


10. Classical Mongol has a word giinje “radeau, canot’, which I cannot trace in 
any of the Mongol dialects but which is included in the quinguelingual dictionary, 
with Manchu fase and Turki tizime (?) sal given as equivalents. 


1 Sravnitel'naja . . . p. 236. 

? Die tungusischen Sprachen. Versuch einer vergleichenden Grammatik (Ak. d. Wiss. 
und der Lit., Abh. d. Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse, 1955, Nr. 11, Mainz), 
p. 978. 

* Cf. L. LiaETI, Mots de civilisation de Haute Asie en transcription chinoise (AOH I 
1960, 141—185), pp. 163—164. 

t Handwörterbuch . . . p. 512. 

5 PAASONEN, FUF II, p. 124. 
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This is probably a Tunguz loan-word, cf. Olcha kénzumé "omg c Ty- 
TIBIM HOCOM” 1, Goldi kénzima‘kleines zweiruderiges Boot miteinem Vorderbrett (am 
Sole Fluß)’. 

Very interesting, in this respect, is an 18th Century Cheremis word cited by 
Pallas, but otherwise unattested: kunzä ‘ship’ ?. 


11. The word caravel exists in most, if not all Kuropean languages and is well 
attested in Turkic. 

The word occurs regularly in Kipchak documents, such as the Bulyat al- 
Mu&tàq (kärräb), the Kitab al-Idraq (käräb), the Leyden ms. (käräp). The meaning 
of this last word is given as “Fahrzeug”. It is probable that the word penetrated 
into Kipchak directly from the Mediterranean aerea (cf. x&oaBoç, Latin carabus). 

Among modern dialects it can be found in e.g. Oirot kerep, Khakas kerip, 
Karaim gefab "Fahrzeug, Schiff? > gefabéek “Kahnt. I cannot find the word in 
the Tatar dictionaries at my disposal, but V. A. Bocoroprokis5 mentions a karap 
form which, I do not know on what evidence, he considers as a direct borrowing 
from Russian. Tobol käräplä. 

The word seems to be unknown in Mongol dialects, with the exception of 
Kalmuck kerm, kermn. 

The use of this word is fairly widespread among Uralic languages. Kannisto 
mentions some Vogul and Ostiak forms. The Ostiak forms listed by Karjalainen- 
Toivonen all refer to some sort of water-craft, but the meaning of one of them, kerap 
is given as “Fahrzeug, Prahm’. In the Irtysh-dialect Patkanov® recorded two 
forms, karabl'à, borrowed from Russian, and kardp karèp keráp kerep, either a 
loan-word form Turkic or from a dialectal Russian kerdp. Sayan- and Kamass- 
Samoyede have kerep’, Jurak-Samoyede karabl’a, a loan-word from Russian. 

In fact the unaltered Russian word exists in a number of Turkic languages, 
such as Tuvin, Nogaj, Tatar, Khakas. In Khakas it is a synonym of kerip used in 
the folk-lore. 

Caravel is not the only ‘western’ word used by Turkic peoples. Another inter- 
national boat-name, corvette (Portugal corveta, Spanish corbeta) found its way into 
Kipchak, e.g. Bulyat al-MuStäg, Kitab al-Idräq girbats. 


1 Narody Sibiri, p. 820. 

? Cf. Tuomas A. SEBEOK, Eighteenth century Cheremis: the evidence from Pallas 
(American Studies in Uralic Linguistics, Uralic and Altaic Series I, Bloomington 1960, 
289—345), p. 308. | 

3 M. Tx. Hovursma, Ein türkisch-arabisches Glossar (Leiden 1894). 

*'lTApEUSZ KOWALSKI, Karaimische Texte im Dialekt von Troki (Kraków 1929), 
p. 187. 

5 Vvedenie v tatarskoe jazykoznanie v svjazi s drugimi tjurkskimi jazykami (2nd ed. 
Kazan' 1953), p. 211. 

$ Irtisi-osztjäk szójegyzék (Budapest 1902), p. 50. 

7 Cf. Jost, Lehnwörter ... p. 178.—Joxr's suggestion that the Turkic forms of käräp 
could derive from the above-mentioned Russian dialectal form, cannot—in view of the 
Middle-Turkic occurrences of the word —be accepted. 

8 Further references to käräp and to its Slavonic connections will be found in A. Za- 
JACZKOWSKI, Związki językowe polowiecko-slowianskie (Travaux de la Société des sciences 
et des lettres de Wroclaw, Série A. Nr. 34, 1949), p. 15, and Studia... pp. 91—92. 
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12. Mention was made earlier of the word tolqug (p. 157). Its use is wide-spread 
among the Turkic languages. CArsroGrv translates! tolqug as “yüzme tulumu’, but 
this “swimming float’ meaning is warranted only by the interpretation of the above- 
mentioned Turfan-Turkic text. According to Käëyari (Brockelmann spells tolquq 
whereas Besim Atalay has tulgug), the meaning is “inflated bag’. Ibn-Muhannä also 
records the word?. Hubschmid? quotes Turkish dolkuk ‘ein mit Luft gefüllter 
Schlauch zum Schwimmen’. 


13. A word tulum ‘leather bag” is common to Turkic and Mongol languages. 
The affiliations of this word were examined in some detail by Husscumip*. The 
essential, from our point of view, is, that in at least two languages the word is 
attested in the meaning of “swimming-float”: Manchu (Gassrenrz) tuluma 
"Schlauch aus einem Fell um damit über das Wasser zu setzen’, (Hauer) tulum 
“Schlauch aus Rind- oder Schafhäuten der aufgeblasen zum übersetzen über Flüsse 
benützt wird’; Classical Mongol tulum “leather bag; inflated skin used for rafts”®. 

The word can be traced in Northern Tunguz. The Barguzin dialect of Evenki 
has tulumkän “Meniok us KOMUN TézeHka-BHKHJ/IBIIA IA XPAHEHMA 3epHa, 
MyKH, CyméHoro TBOpOra'. 

Hungarian tulbou, used by the Hungarian Anonymus is certainly akin to tulum, 
but the exact relationship between the two is not quite clear. Unfortunately the 
essential work on the subject is not, at present, available to me. 


14. Manchu and the Southern Tunguz languages have a common word for a 
plank-built boat: Manchu temciku "aus drei Brettern gezimmerter, vorn spitzer und 
hinten flacher Kahn, Sampan’; Goldi tiimei, tümcika, tümtaka, Oroch (Grube) 
tamtyge, tamttha; Nanaj (Kur-Urmij dialect) témtéké". 

The quinquelingual dictionary translates (3705) femciku by Mongol sibayun 
ongyuca, rendered by Kowarzgwskr “une petite barque dont la proue composée de 
trois planches est en pointe comme un nez, et la poupe est plate’. The Turki equi- 
valent is šal kem i.e. “plank boat’. 


15. Ibn Muhannä lists a Middle-Turkic word ganyag "Jorge boat. One could, 
perhaps, connect this word with Evenki könga "ona mum ray6oxkoü Boy” 
and kongat "plank-built boat’, attested in the sub-dialects Bajkit and Vanaver’. 


16. Without indicating his sources Pelliot® mentions a Manchu absa ‘barque en 
écorce de bouleau; auge en écorce de bouleau’. The word is listed in the Manchu 
dictionaries of GABELENTZ and Haver, but neither of them gives the meaning 
‘boat’. The conviction that Pelliot rarely, if ever, made unwarranted statements 


1 Uygur sözlüğü (Istanbul 1934). 

* A. BATTAL, Ibnü-Mühenná Lügati (Istanbul 1934), p. 74, where further Middle- 
Turkic references are given. 

3 Op. cit. p. 114. 

t Op. cit. pp. 111—115. 

5 Dictionary of the Evangelical Alliance Mission. 

5 D. Pais, Tómló (MNy. XXX 1934 36—41). 

7 GoROEVSEAJA, Slovarnye . .. p. 57. 

8 Les formes avec et sans q- (k-) initial en turc et en mongol (TP XXXVII 1944 73 to 
101), p. 86. 
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led me to look into the matter, and in the Manchu-Mongol-Chinese dictionary 
San-ho pien-lan I found the word absa translated Mongol üneči (Kowalewski: 
‘vase d'écorce de bouleau avec un couvercle) and Chinese fi Ji? bé “birch-bark 
cask”. A gloss is appended to the Chinese definition: 4H] A chiao ch’uan “foot 
boat’. It is difficult to know what exactly was meant by this expression, but I 
should think that it may perhaps refer to a "foot-shaped boat’. My friend E. G. Pul- 
leyblank calls my attention to Moromasm’s Chinese-Japanese dictionary, where 
chiao ch’uan is listed. The definition is hashikei.e.'sampan, lighter, barger, baggage 
boat’. As the primary meaning of Manchu absa is “birch-bark cask’, there can be 
little doubt that the secondary meaning was “birch-bark canoe’. 

As already pointed out by Pelliot, the word is known in Northern Tunguz. 
VASILEVIE gives not less than six Evenki forms: avsa, absa, avza, avšak, apèa, ausa. 
They all refer to some sort of container, ranging from a haversack to a coffin. None 
of them has the meaning “boat 1. 


17. Rapzorr records in Turkish, Chagatay, Crimean and Azeri a word cam 
“Fichte, Tanne’ which, however, has also the meaning ‘ein großes Boot’. Un- 
fortunately we are not told in which of the languages quoted this secondary meaning 
occurs. The Azeri form recorded by Radloff seems doubtful. Both Gusejnov and 
Siraliev have dam(aqa£) “cocua”. 

The word was borrowed by Serbo-Croat: éém “ein Schiff von weichem Holz; 
Tanne’, éamac ‘ein kleines gezimmertes Schiff’, whence it was adopted by some 
Hungarian dialects: csémesz "kleines Fährschiff, Prahm; ein Wagen mit zwei nie- 
drigen Rädern, auf dem Rübsen oder Schober geschleppt wird” ?. 

The explanation of the double meaning ‘tree’ ~ ‘boat’ may lie in the word 
originally being applied to dug-outs. 

Interesting to note is also the double meaning of the Hungarian word ‘boat’ ~ 
“wheeled vehicle’. Similar semantic duality was found in connection with käräp 
(cf. p. 178). 


18. Several meanings are attached also to Tatar kojmo “1. nonka, 2. kosyer 
3. kuOuTHA y noBosOK HM canHei". The same word can be found in Bashkir, 
koyma, and in Chuvash, küme. Both have the meaning: “ku6uTKa, kapera”. 


19. Other Turkic boat-names include: 

Chagatay (Radloff) čala “ein FloB aus Brettern und Lederschläuchen’.—One of 
the few Turkic words for ‘raft’. 

Chagatay (Radloff) uéan “ein Schiff, großes Fahrzeug’, Ettuhfet-üz-Zekiyye 
ucan “küçük gemi, kayık’, Chuvash (ASmarin) usa "small boat’. 


20. Other Mongol boat-names include: 
Ibn Muhannä hatjuya. Räsänen’s identification? with Hungarian hajó is 
unwarranted. 


1The fascinating history of this word requires further study. The Khotanese forms 
mentioned by H. W. BAILEY, Arya (BSOAS XXI 1958 522—545), p. 540 will, then, have 
to be taken into consideration. 

* Cf. I. Kwrezsa, A magyar nyelv szláv jövevenyszavai 1/1 (Budapest 1955), 
pp. 120—121. 

8 UJb, Bd. 19 1939, p. 103. 
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Ordos k’ölgö ‘monture (style élevé); vaisseau, bateau, barque’, sal k’dlgé ‘ra- 
deau’. k’ölgö = Classical Mongol kölgen ‘la monture, bête de somme ... attelage 
quelconque; moyen de transport, véhicule . . `. 


21. Other Tunguz boat-names include: 

Goldi aurfe "großes aus Weidenholz gehöhltes Boot’; Nanaj aurpja, a description 
of which is given in Narody Sibiri (p. 796). The craft is said to be identical in con- 
struction with the boat called ogdima. 

Evenki bagar and/or bagas. The former is given in Vasicevië Russko-even- 
kijskij slovar’ with the meaning ‘plank-built boat’, the latter, listed in the Evenki- 
Russian dictionary is translated “boat’. I wonder, and have no time to make en- 
quiries by correspondence, whether we are not faced by a misprint? 

Even béisingké ‘boat’. 

Manchu čuvan “Schiff, Bott, Kahn’ < Chinese ÀJ chuan. 

Even (Arman dialect) elde “boat’. 

Goldi gela “Festboot mit zahlreichen Ruderspinnen’; gella "großes Handels- 
boot’. 

Olcha (Grube) gulba "kleines aus Weidenholz gehöhltes Boot, mit rundem Kiel 
und vorn und hinten vorspringendem Bord’. 

Olcha (Schmidt) zadatu ~ zalacu “boat. 

Even momi ‘boat’. 

Evenki monggo ‘sea-faring boat’. 

Evenki mureku, mureka “skin-boat” Vasızevid adds the following explanation: 
(11H nepenpasB denen peky; Ha OCTOB HaTATMBAJIM YeXO M3 JIByX XO- 
pono NPONLIMNÖHHRIX M BHJIeJaHHHX JIOCHHBIX mHKyp). The only modern 
word for “skin-boat’ I have found in any of the Altaic languages!. 

Evenki (Barguzin dialect) nàboj ‘plank-built boat’. 

Manchu numusaku 'Einbaumboot für 2 Personen’. In the quinquelingual 
dictionary the Mongol equivalent is yar ongyuca. Kowalewski has yar-un ongyuca 
"petit-bateau'. The Turki translation is ildem kem “fast boat’. Cf. Modern Uygur 
yildam “quickly, rapidly’. 

Olcha (Grube) otonggo kleines, aus Weidenholz gehöhltes Boot mit rundem Kiel 
und vorn und hinten vorspringendem Bord’.—Judging by the definition, this boat 
seems to be identical with gulba. Oroch otongo ‘a small river boat”. 

Oroch ulimagda ‘a large river boat’, Olcha (Grube) unnimagda “großes aus 
Weidenholz gehöhltes Boot’. 

Evenki umurdciin “birch-bark boat’. 

Evenki (Urmi dialect) utunggu “small dug-out (5—7 M. Daun Ha ONHOTO 
yenobena). Ibid. VAsıLevi6 quotes Ude utunggua, Nana) utunggi “dug-out’. 


* 
As I have already mentioned, the material here presented is incomplete; it does 
not even include all the boat-names contained in my own card-index. The obligation 


to finish the article by a given date prevented me from pursuing elusive forms or 
facts: for who would like to be late with a birthday present? I hope, that for your 


1 Cf. also Narody Sibiri p. 713. 
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80th birthday, dear Professor GABAIN, I will be able to offer you an article more 
polished. In the meantime here are a few provisional conclusions: 

1. Compared to Turkic and Tunguz, Mongol has relatively few boat-names. 
In fact, only ongyuéa seems to be genuinely Mongol. 

2. Though boat-names were shown to travel with the greatest ease (as ex- 
emplified e.g. by gayiq and käräp), none of those mentioned in this article can claim 
to be “Altaic”. As far as our subject is concerned, there are but relatively few 
contacts between the various linguistic groups, and no word—with the possible 
exception of very recent loan-words—could be shown to exist simultaneously in 
Turkic, Mongol and Tunguz. It is particularly interesting to note, that neither 
kämi nor gayig—both of them present in almost all the Turkic languages—have 
to any significant extent penetrated into Mongol or Tunguz areas. 

3. The typical Mongol boat is the dug-out (ongyuca), whereas birch-bark 
canoes are a Tunguz speciality. 

4. The use of rafts is general but, considered a makeshift craft, no need has been 
felt to apply different names to different types of raft. 

5. Similarly, swimming-floats or floating rafts have no specific names; words 
meaning ‘sack’, “bag”, etc. are applied to them. 

6. There seems to be no Altaic name for “coracle”, though the use of these 
craft has always been wide-spread. I have found no evidence to corroborate Hor- 
nells’ statement, that “the coracle was a distinctive feature of early Mongolian 
culture and in general use by them before a wave of Mongolian migration carried 
numbers of this race across the sea to the shores of North America”!, 

7. Most probably, kayak-type skin-boats have never been used by Altaic 
peoples. Eskimo borrowed the Turkic word for gayag, but the type of boat to which 
this loan-word has been applied is, one can assume, but the local adaptation of the 
Tunguz birch-bark canoe. 


1 Op. cit. p. 178. 
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Index 


Only boat-names are included. The numbers refer to paragraphs; those composed of 
Roman and Arabic numerals refer to the first part of the article. 


FU. = Finno-Ugrian, M = Mongol, S. = Samoyede, Tr. = Turkic, Tu. = Tunguz. 


absa, 16, Tu. 

ada, 6, Tu. 

ajuk, 1, ? 

arca, 1, Latin 
atwaf, I. 3, Arabic 
aurfe, 21, Tu. 
aurpja, 21, Tu. 


bagar, 21, Tu. 

bagas, 21, Tu. 
Ganar, in, Russian 
bajdara, 1, Tu. 
Gafinapa, In, Russian 
baydarka, 1, Eskimo 
barca, 1, Latin 
barge, 1, English 
bark, 1, English 
bärka, in, FU. 
barque, 1, English 
béisingké, 21, Tu. 
bolot, 6, Tu. 


caiaco, 1, Italian 

caiaque, 1, Portuguese 

caicco, 1, Italian 

caiq, 1, French 

caique, 1, English, Spanish, 
French 

tala, 19, Tr. 

éam, 17, Tr. 

täm, 17, Serbo-Croat 

éamac, 17, Serbo-Croat 

caravel, 1, English, etc. 

carabus, 11, Latin 

chiao ch’uan, 16, Chinese 

ch’uan, 8, 21, Chinese 

corbeta, 11, Spanish 

corveta, 11, Portuguese 

corvette, 11, French, etc. 

esámesz, 17, FU. 

éuvan, 21, Tu. 


d’aka, 8, Tu. 
diha, 8, Tu. 
dihai, 8, Tu. 
dolkuk, 12, Tr. 


elde, 21, Tu. 


fa, II. 1, Chinese 
fase, 6, Tu. 
fa tzu, 6, Chinese 


gayig, 1, Tr. 

gayik, 1, Tr. 

yar ongyuta, 21, M. 
yar-un ongyuéa, 21, M. 
gela, 21, Tu. 

gella, 21, Tu. 
geme, 9, Tr. 

gemi, 9, Tr. 

gomi, 9, Tr, 

gefab, 11, Tr. 
gerabéek, 11, Tr. 
gulba, 21, Tu. 
günje, 10, M. 


haijuya, 20, M. 

hajö, 1, FU. 

hala, 5, M. 

hashike, 16, Japanese 
hojou, 1, FU. 

hua, II. 1, Chinese 


idem kem, 21, Tr. 


žab, 3, Tu. 
jabi, 3, M. 
jaha, 7, Tu. 
jahüdai, 8, Tu. 
$81, 3, Tu. 
jaya, 3, Tu. 
jay-a, 3, M. 
jaxudai, 8, Tu. 
fav, 3, Tu. 
%avkan, 3, Tu. 
jux, 1, FU. 


xäB, 1, FU. 

xadatu, 21, Tu. 

kaek, 1, Tr. 

kaiek, 1, FU. 

kaik, 1, Polish, Swedish 
Kank, 1, Russian 
kaiker, 1, Swedish 

kaj, 1, FU. 

kayac, 1, French 

xajna, 1, M. 


kajak, 1, German, ete. 

kayak, qayaq, I. 5, 1, Es- 
kimo 

qayaq, 1, M. 

qayyig, 1, Tr. 

k'ayrk, 1, Tr. 

qàyiq, 1, Arabic 

qayiq, 1, Tr. 

kayik, 1, Swedish 

xajjuk, kajurk, 1, S. 

kajuk, 1, Tu. 

KAIK, 1, Russian 

xalaëu, 21, Tu. 

qanyaq, 15, Tr. 

xap, 1, FU. 

kärabl’a, 1, 11, S. 

karabl'à, 11, FU. 

xdpafloc, 11, Greek 

karap, 11, Tr. 

karàp, karép, kerap, kerep, 
11, FU. 

xazix, 1, Tr. 

kaba, 9, Tr. 

keik, 1, Swedish 

keyik, 1, Tr. 

käjük, 1, FU. 

kem, 8, Tr. 

kema, 9, Tr. 

xeme, 9, Tr. 

koma, 9, Tr. 

kimi, kemi, 9, Tr. 

kénzumé, 10, Tu. 

koráp, 11, Russian 

kérap, 11, FU. 

käräb, 11, Tr. 

käräp, kerep, 11, Tr. 

käräpla, 11, Tr. 

korip, 11, Tr. 

kerm, 11, M. 

kermn, 11, M. 

kärräb, 11, Tr. 

kimə, 9, Tr. 

kimi, 9, Tr. 

qipéaq, II, 2, Tr. 

girbat, 11, Tr. 

kojme, 17, Tr. 

k’ölgö, 20, M. 

xöp, 1, FU. 


köme, 9, FU. 
könga, 15, Tu. 
kongat, 15, Tu. 
könzima, 10, Tu. 
küme, 17, Tr. 
kunzä, 10, FU. 


momi, 21, Tu. 

monggo, 21, Tu. 
mureke, 21, Tu. 
mureku, 21, Tu. 


näbej, 21, Tu. 
numsaku, 21, Tu. 


ogda, 7, Tu. 


ogdima, 7, 21, Tu. 


omkoéo, 2, Tu. 
ongo téo, 2, M. 
onggo&ö, 2, Tu. 
ongyuta, 2, M. 
ongguéo, 2, Tu. 
ongqoë’a(s), 2, M. 
ongkotö, 2, Tu. 
ongoto, 2, Tu. 
ongoc(on) 2, M. 
ongose, 2, M. 


12* 


otonggo, 21, Tu. 
otongo, 21, Tu. 
oyimu, 7,M. 


sal, I. 4n, 5, Tr. and M. 
šal kem, 14, Tr. 

sal k’dlg6, 20, M. 

Sam, 17, Tr. 


sibayun ongyuéa, 14 M. 


Sie 5, S. 

80, 5, S. 

&olo, 5, FU. 

sot, 5, FU. 

sufar, I. 3, Arabic 
szál, 5, FU. 


tamtiha, 14, Tu. 
tamtyge, 14, Tu. 
tar, 1. 2, 4, Tr. 

tar kimi, I. 2, 3, Tr. 
tém, 6, Tu. 

temeiku, 14, Tu. 
témtéké" 14, Tu. 
tému, 6, Tu. 

tému®, 6, Tu. 

tizime, (?), 10, Tr. 
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tolhon veihu, 3, Tu. 
tolqua, I. 1, 12, Tr. 
tulbou, 13, FU. 
tulquq, 12, Tr. 

tulum, 13, Tu. and M. 
tuluma, 13, Tu. 
tulumkän, 13, Tu. 
tümcı, 14, Tu. 
tümeika, 14, Tu. 
tümtaka, 14, Tu. 


utan, 19, Tr. 

ugda, 7, Tu. 

ukda, 7, Tu. 
ulimagda, 21, Tu. 
umiak, I. 5, 1, Eskimo 
umurotün, 21, Tu. 
tineti, 16, M. 
unnimagda, 21, Tu. 
usa, 19, Tr. 
utunggi, 21, Tu. 
utunggu, 21, Tu. 
utunggue, 21, Tu. 


veihu, veiku, 7, Tu. 
zav, 3, M. 


X 
SOME ALTAIC NAMES FOR BOVINES 


BY 


D. SINOR (Cambridge and Indiana University) 


In one of Prof. Louis Ligeti’s recent articles, Les mots solons dans un 
ouvrage chinois, we find some interesting remarks concerning the Turco- 
Mongol word öküz ~ Aker and a Tunguz group of words (ihan etc.) for “cattle”. 
‘This was not the first instance when he dealt with the subject. In an important 
study — little known outside Hungary — on some of the older Turkic loan 
words in Hungarian,? he had examined also some questions connected with 
Turkic öküz and its cognates. It is, therefore, not presumptuous to hope that 
the following remarks may interest Prof. Ligeti — to whom they are presented 
as a modest birthday present — and also others who, like myself, tend to 
believe that a methodical survey of any special vocabulary cannot fail to 
be of interest to linguistic as well as to ethnographical studies. 

As I am writing these lines far away from my own library,’ I have to 
rely on my cards, unable to add to the information they contain, unable 
also to check their accuracy. This survey will, thus, be even more sketchy 


and incomplete than had been other works of mine dealing with similar 
subjects. 


1. öküz and its variants can be found in virtually all the Turkic languages, 
e. g. Old-Turkie, Qäsyari, Bulyat al-Mustàq,! Osmanli öküz, Cuman ogus, 
Yakut oyus, Osmanli (in Qàmüs-i Turki) oyuz, Nogay ógiz, Bashkir tged, 
Turki (Shaw) hüküz, Chuvash vakar, etc. 

No technieal meaning seems to be attached to the word which can 
mean, according to the language in which it occurs, "og" or "bull", or both. 


1 Acta Orient. Hung. IX (1959), 231—272; PP. 266—268. 

* Régibb török jéverényszaraink magyarázatához : Magyar Nyelv XXXI (1935), 
pp. 35—41. 

3 For this sume reason bibliographical references had to be reduced to a strict 
minimum. 

* Ananiasz Zajączkowski, Vocabulaire arabe-kiptchak de l'époque de l'État Mamelouk, 
Ire partie (Warszawa 1958). 
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Several Finno-Ugrian languages borrowed the Turkic word: Ostiak 
ükos, üges “ox, bull” 5 Vogul oks *bull",* Hungarian ökör “ox”. Because of 
its final -r, the Hungarian word has always been considered a Chuvash-type, 
i. e. Bulgaro-Turkic loan word. This may or may not be the case (I think the 
old theory could do with some rejuvenating), but it seems certain that that 
the Ugrian languages borrowed the word at different times and from different 
dialects. It was noticed by Pais’ that in Old Hungarian the word occurred 
also in a pre-aspirated form: hwkur. According to Pais, the initial k- was 
secondary, and he quoted the form in support of a theory advanced by Ligeti, 
to wit, that the initial A- of Middle-Mongolian hiker “ox” is a secondary 
development. 

A full list of the Mongol forms was drawn up by Ligeti.® E. g. Secret 
History and various other Middle-Mongolian documents, hüker, Ibn Muhanna 
ükküz, Classical &ker, modern literary üyer, literary Buryat ayer, Kalmuck 
ükr, “ox, cow”, Oirat (Kara)* ükür, ükkür “cow”, Moghol (Leech) ukarr 
"bull", (Ligeti) ukar "ox", Monguor fuewor, Dahur (Poppe) ük'ür, (Ligeti) 
xücür, (Martin) hukure, etc. 

The word found its way into Tunguz: 

G. M. Vasilevié?® quotes an ogus ''bull" form, which Ligeti! rightly 
considers a loan word from Yakut. I cannot at present ascertain the dialect. 
in which this form occurs. Ligeti also quotes, following Vasilevié, agus used 
in the dialect of Erbogoten. 

The dialects of Verkholensk, the Northern Baikal, Vitimo-Nerchinsk, 
Nerchinsk, Uchursko-Zejsk, i. e. those bordering the Buryat country, have 
ukur ‘“‘cow’’.2 In the Barguzin and Nerchinsk dialects the meaning of the 
word is ‘‘KpynHB poraThiä or". In Barguzin (which linguistically belongs 
to the eastern group of Evenki dialects) and in a number of other eastern 
dialects we find qukur ‘‘cow’’ with — in one dialect — a yukul form co-exist- 
ng with yukur. In the sub-dialects of Zejsk and of Vitimo-Nerchinsk uku 


* Cf. H. Paasonen, Uber die türkischen Lehnwôrter im Ostjakischen ` FUF II 
(1902), p. 137. 

6 Cf. A. Kannisto, Die tatarischen Lehnwörter im Wogulischen : FUF XVII (1925), 
p. 50. 

"Inn note appended to Ligeti's above-mentioned article: Magyar Nyelr X XXI 
(1935), p. di. 

8 Les mots solons, p. 267; Le lexique moghol de R. Leech : Acta Orient. Hung. IV 
(1954), p. 143. 

? Acta Orient. Hung. YIII, p. 167. 

10 Russko-érenkijskij slovarj (Moskva 1948). 

!! Les mots solons, p. 267. 

!* For dialectal Tunguz forms I normally relied on G. M. Vasilevié, Érenkijsko- 
russkij slorarj (Moskva 1958). 
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"cow" has been registered. An Evenki ukun cited by Cincius!? is not quoted 
In Vasilevié dictionaries. 

In this same article V. I. Cincius considers the Tunguz forms borrowings 
from Mongol and suggests that ukur ~ yukur and the other variants are 
loan words from Buryat. It seems to me more likely that only the forms 
with an initial vowel (ukur) are of Buryat origin, whereas the forms showing 
an initial k- indicate Middle-Mongolian borrowings. If this were so we would 
have to admit that the Eastern Tunguz languages, such as Even and the 
eastern dialects of Evenki, borrowed the word at an earlier period than did 
their kins in the Baikal region. 

After earlier attempts to equate the Turkic word öküz with the Indo- 
European group of cognates represented by English or, Németh made the 
suggestion that öküz was a borrowing of Tokharian B okso. He argued as 
follows: “Da das Wort Entsprechungen im Indogermanischen hat, ist es aus 
dem Tocharischen ins Türkische entlehnt worden. "15 The equation is almost 
self-evident, but the wording somewhat unfortunate. For there is no reason 
why Tokharian B should arbitrarily be singled out as the Indo-European 
language whence the word penetrated into Turkic. The fact that Old-Turkic 
texts contain a number of Tokharian loan words (mainly technical terms) 
does nof in itself clinches the argument, because also other Indo-European 
loan words can be found in them. In any case — in whatever direction the 
transmission operated — the borrowing must have been made at an early 
epoch for which the use of the terms Kuchean (Tokharian B) and Turkic is 
anachronistic. Indo-Europeanists have long since recognized the difficulty of 
pinning this borrowing to a definite language.!f 

The strongest argument against the equation of Turkic and Indo- 
European forms was the initial A- of the Mongolian forms (completely ignored 
by Németh), generally interpreted as a trace of a former Altaic *p-: an 
Altaic *pókür could obviously not be equated with the Indo-European words. 
But — to quote Sir Gerard Clauson? — “pökür is a mere figment of the 
imagination”. It cannot and should not be evoked against the massive evidence 
of existing Altaic and Indo-European forms. 


18 K srarnitelinomu izuteniju osnornogo slorarnogo fonda tunguso-manjtéurskich 
jazykor : Uéenye zapiski 101 (1954), Leningradskij Gosudarstvennyj Pedagogiéeskij 
Institut im. A. I. Gereena, p. 17, 

H B. Munkácsi, Osi török-drja nyeluérintkezés : Nyelvtudomdnyi Közlemények 
XXIV (1894), pp. 405—408. 

15 Die Probleme der türkischen Urzeit : Analecta. Orientalia Memoriae Alexandri 
Csoma de Körös Dicata, edited by L. Ligeti, Budapest 1942—47, pp. 57—-102, p. 94. 

16 Cf, e. g. S. Feist, Vergleichendes Wörterbuch der gotischen Sprache (3rd edition, 
Leiden 1939), p. 66. 

1? The case against the Altaic theory : CAJ TI (1956), p. 186. 
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As already mentioned, Ligeti recognized the secondary character of 
the Middle-Mongolian initial A. but even Pelliot himself, to whom we owe 
the basic work on this sound, was struck in his later years by the phenomenon 
of pre-aspiration in Altaic.18 I would be tempted to call this sound ‘‘Cockney-h”’ 
for it is of common occurence in this dialect. (E. g. **hall" for “all”, eto.). 
The above-mentioned articles of Ligeti and Pelliot have unfortunately escaped 
Sir Gerard's attention; they contain the explanation of Middle-Mongolian 
initial h-. More recently he has again taken up the subject and — although 
I cannot agree with him on the Tokharian origin of the Turkie word and of 
Turkic stockbreeding —- he hit the nail on its head when suggesting that 
“further research may show that other Turkish words with a similar context 
had the same origin."!?* Indeed, such correspondences had already been 
proposed by several scholars. 


2. Many Turkic languages have a common word for “calf”: Middle- 
Turkic (e. g. Leiden ms., Bulyat al-MuStäg) tana, Karaim, Turkmen tana, 
Chuvash tina, Osmanli dana, ete. 

The word does not seem to have penetrated into Mongol or into Tunguz. 
It is obviously a southern term, probably of Indo-European origin. (Cf. 
Sanskrit dhend “cow” etc.) — This etymology was put forward by Mun- 
kacsi as early as in 1894°° and elaborated by Németh in his aforementioned 
article. 


3. More complicated is the history of a Turco-Mongol word for “calf”. 
Its Turkic variants have been listed, among others by Räsänen?! and by 
Gombocz. Some instances: Old-Turkic buzay, Qasyari buzayu, Cuman buzar. 
buzov, Bashkir biôau, Khakass pizo, Tuvin bizd, Oirot bozu, Kirghiz muzo. 
Khami dialect?™ bozö, Chuvash pdru, etc. 

Hungarian has a Chuvash-type, borrowed, word: borjü. 

The Classical Mongolian form is birayu, Middle-Mongolian bura'u, 
modern Literary Khalkha bjurü, Buryat burt, Kalmuck bür&, Ordos birü, etc. 

Poppe? equates Evenki beru ~ bore “lamb” with the Mongolian forms. 


18 Les formes arec ef suns q- ( k-) initial en turc et en mongol : T’oung Pao XXXVII 
(1944), pp. 73—101. 

" The earliest Turkish loan words in Mongolian : CAJ IV (1958—59), p. 186. 

* In bis above-mentioned article. Repeated, by the same scholar, in Arja de 
kaukázusi elemek a [inn— magyar nyelrekben (Budapest 1901), p. 597. 

*! Zur Lautgeschichte der türkischen Sprachen : SO XV (1949), p. 122. 

** Die bulgarisch-türkischen Lehnwörter der ungarischen Sprache : MSFOu XXX 
(1912), and ASz XIII, pp. 10— 11. 

288. E. Malov, Ujgurakij jazyk. Khamiskoe narecie (Moskva—Leningrad 1954). 

*3 Vergleichende Grammatik: der altaischen Sprachen. I, Vergleichende Lautlehre 
(Wiesbaden 1960), p. 21. 
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Many years ago, I linked the Altaic forms with some Finno-Ugrian 
words having the same meaning Hungarian üsző “heifer”, Vogul ffésiy ; 
Mordvin vaz, Finnish vasa, Lapp viiss, and I still think that I was basically 
right in doing so. But there is more to the question. The Finno-Ugrian forms 
were grouped by Szinnyei* and their connection is, to the best of my knowledge, 
accepted as an axiom. I wonder, however, whether such an attitude is really 
justified, whether the Ugrian forms ought not to be separated from the rest. 
The virtual absence of the word in the central group of Finno-Ugrian makes 
one wonder whether it can be counted as belonging to the common Finno- 
Ugrian vocabulary. Moreover the Mordvin, Finnish and Lapp forms look. 
very much like some Indo-European words for “cow” or “heifer”, such as 
Sanskrit vasä, Latin vacca, etc. — First to notice the connection was, once 
again, Munkäcsi,?° who linked the Finno-Ugrian words with Ossetic väss 
“calf” and its cognates, Munkácsi's theory met with little sympathy at that. 
time, when the reconstruction of an "Ursprache'" seemed to be the most 
laudable aim of comparative linguistics. The problem, as I see it, is, that 
the Indo-European connections cannot be substantiated as long as the Ugrian 
forms (with a final -y ) are not satisfactorily explained. If, however, we connect. 
the Ugrian and Turkic forms, nothing seems to stand in the way of an Indo- 
European etymology for the other Finno-Ugrian words. Once again a choice 
has to be made between the testimonies of existing and hypothetical forms. 
I unhesitatingly opt for the former, and connect the Ugrian forms with 
Turco-Mongolian. I should like to call attention to the fact, that I carefully 
avoid the use of the terms “Altaic” or “Ural-Altaic’’: buzay ~ birayu is not 
an Altaic but a Turco-Mongol word, Hungarian üsző and Vogul fésiy are 
not Finno-Ugrian, but only Ugrian. We are in the presence of a case — by 
no means the only one — which testifies for the close connections of the. 
Ugrian group with Turkic. 


4. The most frequent word for “cow” occurs in Turkic languages in, 
among others, the following forms: Qāšyari sayir ~ siyir, Cuman siyir ~ str, 
Turkmen siyir, Karaim siyir “ox” and siyir ‘cow’, Nogay siyir,. Bashkir 
hiyir, etc. Other forms are quoted by Joki?” and by Pritsak,? who recognizes 
this word in the erop, designation of a cyclical year in one of the Bulgaro- 
‘Turkic lists of princes. If this identification is valid — and it may well be — 


we would have the word attested as earlv as the end of the 7th century. 


*4 Qurulo-altaique — Indo-européen : T’oung Pao XXXVII (1944), p. 241. 

25 Magyar nyelvhasonlitda (7th edition, Budapest 1927), p. 143. 

26 Arja és kaukázusi elemek, p. 618. 

** Die Lehnwörter des Sajansamojedischen : MSFOu CILI (1952), pp. 267—265. 

*5 Die sogenannte Bulgarische Füratenliste und die Sprache der Protobulgaren, 2 : 
UAJ XXVI (1954), p. 200. 
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Once again, the Turkic word was adopted by Ugrian: Ostiak sayór,?? 
Vogul saßr, sayr.3° It is known also in Samoyede languages, in forms such 
as sir, hir, sir, hir, siyar, ete. — Because of the wide distribution of the forms 
and because of the existence in some of them of a -y-, Joki®! thinks that that 
the borrowing must have been made at a relatively early epoch. 

Generally speaking I am not fond of etymologies which propose 
"meaningful" explanations for basic words, but in this instance it seems 
difficult not to connect sayir “cow” and Common-Turkic say- “to milk”. 
I do think, however, that this etymology could only stand if we were to 
discard the evidence of the Bulgaro-Turkie form. I feel no inclination to try 
my hand at the phonetic juggling needed to reconcile the two theories. 

The word exists in most Tunguz dialects: Literary Evenki sirū “oneH- 
Nopo3 (10Maumuii n AUKHË B Nepvog cnapuBaHna)’’. The meaning of ‘‘reindeer- 
bull” seems to be general. The dialects of Erbogochen and Ilimpij, and the 
Viljuj sub-dialect of the former, have yirü, the dialects of the Podkamennaja 
Tungusska, Simsk, the Northern Baikal and Nerchinsk: Ar. Vasilevi¢ quotes 
also Oroch iju and Orok yiru, siru. 

I would not rule out the possibility of the Tunguz and at least some 
Samoyede forms being direetly connected. As the word does not exist in 
Mongolian, I would hazard the opinion that it is purely Turkic, borrowed 
by the Samoyede and the Tunguz. 


5. The Turco-Mongol languages have a common word which, in most 
dialects, has the meaning ‘‘bull’’. 

Old-Turkic, Qäsyari, buga, Cuman boya, Altaj, Tuvin buya, etc. etc. 

Classical Mongol buga, Modern lit. Khalkha buy, Literary Buryat buya, 
Kalmuck buy", etc. 

The word is attested in Tunguz, but only in clearly circumscribed areas, 
such as the Ajansk dialect of Evenki: buga ‘‘H31067-camen (cesonnoe 
Ha3BaHHe)". Even bik is a Russian loan word. Manchu has buka “lamb”. 
I have felt some uneasiness on account of the different meaning, but a similar 
semantic change was noted in the case of Mongol birayu "calf" ~ Evenki 
beru “lamb”. 

The Turco-Mongol word was borrowed by a number of other languages, 
e. g. Vogul poka, Hungarian bika, Samoyede buga, buxa, etc. and also some 
Palaeoasiatic forms.? I have no doubt that the word was also adopted by 
Slavonic languages, c. g. Russian Ob, Polish byk, etc. The old etymology, 


** Paasonen, op. cit., p. 129. 
39 Cannisto, op. cit., p. 179. 

3! Loc. cit. 

?* Joki, op. eit., pp. 105—106. 
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which gives an onomatopoetic explanation to the Slavonic words is fictitious 
and I am surprised to see that Max Vasmer's excellent etymological dictionary 
prefers it to the Turco-Mongol derivation. 


6. There exists a word for “calf” the use of which seems to be limited 
to Mongolian. E. g. Classical tuyul, Secret History tuhul, Kalmuck tuy“t, 
Ordos tugul, Monguor tueur, Buryat tugal, Moghol tuyul, etc. 

These and other Mongolian forms were equated by Pritsak™ with a 
presumably Bulgaro-Turkic word £volaga embedded in a Russian text of the 
16th century. Taking up one of Ramstedt’s stillborn ideas, Pritsak wants 
the word to derive from a hypothetical *tuyu- “to be born" verb. The hitch 
in the matter is that — on Pritsak’s evidence — such a form could only be 
reconstructed for Turkic and Tunguz, whereas tuyul exists only in Mongol. 
It seems too hazardous to my liking to derive a word attested in one language 
from a hypothetical form established for two other languages. 

Ramstedt hinted also at a possible connection of Mongol tuyul with 
Tunguz tukucan (Castrén). Vasilevió quotes for Evenki tukuéan ''"renéuok 
(noca), the use of which seems to be limited to the vicinity of Lake Baikal, 
i. e. to the territory where Mongol influence on Tunguz has been the strongest. 
In Manchu — which in circumstances insufficiently clarified has also incor- 
porated a good many Mongol words — we find tuksan. 

The connection of the Mongol and Tunguz forms is by no means certain, 
but I lack the necessary material to go into the matter. If we admit *tuku 
as a possible root for the Tunguz (and perhaps also for the Mongol words), 
the possibility of some relation with Turkic (Qäsyari) taka ‘‘zweijähriges 
Kalb", (Turkmen) tüve, arises. It is perhaps worth mentioning, that the 
Pentaglottal Dictionary of Peking equates Manchu tuksan with Mongol tuyul. 
Although the compilers did certainly not aim at producing an etymological 
dictionary, it so happens that their work contains interesting etymological 
clues. Often the equivalences are but the juxtapositions of the Manchu and 
Mongol forms of the same word. 


T. This is the case of Manchu uniyen, Classical Mongol äniye “cow”. 
The word is not otherwise attested in Tunguz, but is quite common in Mon- 
golian. E. g. Monguor unie. Ordos Gnë Kalmuck ünë ~ ünën, Moghol wind, 
uinau, Alar-Buryat nen, ete.® 

The word can be found also in Turkic, e. g. Qasyari ingek, Altaj. Tuvin, 
Uzbek inek, Koibal näk, Yakut inaay, Chuvash éne, etc. 


33 Ruasisches eiymologisches Wörterbuch. I—III (Heidelberg 1950-— 1958). 

# Bolgarische Etymologien : UAJ XXIX (1957), pp. 208—209. 

5 Cf. Ligeti, Le lexique moghol, p. 144; Nicholas Poppe, Introduction to Mongolian 
comparative studies : MSFOu CX (1955), p. 51. 


21 Acta Orientalia XV/1—3. 
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Hungarian ünö ‘heifer’ is a Turkic loan word. — The Tunguz form 
inak, attested in the dialects of the Upper Aldan and Zeja, of Urmijsk, of 
Ajan and of Sakhalin, was borrowed probably from Yakut.?® 


8. Classical Mongol sar and its dialectal variants, e. g. Mod. Lit. Khalkha 
jar, Kalmuck tsar, Buryat sar stand for “castrated ox”. 

This is a typically Mongol word, borrowed by some Turkic dialects, 
e. g. Altaj, Teleut čar, Tuvin šari and by Tunguz: čar, attested in the dialects 
of the Upper Lena, Barguzin and Nerchinsk. Vasilevié?’ considers the word 
a borrowing from Buryat, an unlikely suggestion in view of the initial s- the 
word has in this language. 

Pelliot tentatively suggested a possible connection between Classical 
Mongol sar — car and the Mongol word for “yak”: sarlug.® I feel reluctant. 
to endorse this hypothesis, but wonder whether Bargu-Buryat (Poppe) zaelik 
"ox" might not be connected with sarlug. Pelliot rightly repudiates earlier 
attempts at relating dar and Turkic sayir. 


9. The Turkic word ud and its variants, e. g. Old-Turkic, QaSyari ud, 
Modern Uygur, Oyrot, Kirghiz uy, Sariy Uygur už, Hazara (Schurmann) 
ud ~ hud,™® have — according to the dialects — the meaning of, respectively 
“eow”, “ox”, “bull”, “bovine”. This seems to be a purely Turkic word, 
used on a rather limited territory, which does not incorporate the southern 
and western Turkic languages. I wonder whether it does not belong to an 
unknown substratum. 

The Sino-Turkic vocabulary of the Office of Translators of the Ming 
dynasty has udas, explained by Pelliot!? as a variant of the Turkic name of 
the yak: qotaz, gotas, ete. which has, according to him, de-aspirated variants 
in Mongolian: ofas, otos. The presence of this word in the Sino-Turkic vocabulary 
is accounted for by Pelliot as a further instance of the many ‘‘mongolisms” 
to be found therein. I agree with him on this second point, but would consider 
udas as a Mongolian plural of Turkic wd. 


10. Ligeti was right in calling attention to the geographical distribution 
of various Tunguz terms for “ox”. Ukur and its variants are to be found 


36 Cf, Cincius, loc. cit. 

** Oéerki dialektov érenkijskogo (tungusskogo) jazyka (Leningrud 1948), p. 104. 

*5 Les formes, p. S4. -— As a matter of fact I have no recollection of a čar form 
in Classical Mongolian. 

3 Quoted following Pritsak: CU AJ XXVI (1954), p. 236. — Another example 
of pre-nspiration. 

*9 Lea formes, p. 84. 

*! Lea mots solona p. 261. 
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only in the northern dialects, whereas the southern Tunguz word for ox is 
Manchu than, Nanaj ehan, Orok tha, etc. He also quotes Ju-chen iya and 
points out, that Manchu than is antiquated. Indeed niohan is the word that is 
currently used in later Manchu texts and vocabularies for “ox”. 


1l. A similar, but inverted, dichotomy can be seen in the distribution 
of the standard Tunguz terms for “cow”. Evenki macdle seems to be unrelated 
to any other word. Cincius’ suggestion‘? that it may have connections with 
Mongolian mal cannot be substantiated. As already shown, Manchu has 
borrowed uniyen from Mongolian, and the Turkic inek penetrated into some 
north-eastern Tunguz dialects. 

Many other words for bovines can be found in Altaic languages, but, 
mostly, their use is limited to one language only. Instead of enumerating 
them, I prefer to use the limited space at my disposal for tabulating the 
occurrences of the eleven words discussed above:** 





| i ; 7 
Key-word `  Indo- | | 





No.” European Turkic ` Mongolian | Ugran ` ` Samoyede | Go | Gen 

| | | 
I. öküz ` X X X =! Q(T) — O(M) a 

O(T or M) OM) , 

O(T) 
2. tana : x X — | O(T) = -— ve 
4. buzayur H X X X 
| O(T or M) = OM) es 
4. sayir | — X — | OT} Ort or TU) | O(T) == 
5. buqa | O(T or M) X X O(T or M) O(T or M) | O(T) O(M) 
ti. tuyul | — a X | ~- — ? | Y 
7. inek ` — X X | O(T) — O(T) O(M) 
N. dar = OM), X | — — O(M) — 
9. ud — X | — -— — an Së 
10. than — = — | = = X 
H. maéala| — — | — | — — X _ 
*? Loc. cit. 


43 X stands for an occurrence which at present cannot be explained as a loan 
word. O stands for an occurrence which is most probably & loan word. 

Several signs within the same column indicate that the word to which they refer 
occurs in several forms within the same language. Capital letters in brackets indicate 
the probable origin of such loan words, Thus: (M) == Mongolian, (T) = Turkic, (TU) = 
Tunguz. 


21* 
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A careful study of this table will suggest many ideas, will allow many 
conclusions to be drawn. I would just like to point out the following facts. 

a) Only four words out of eleven are common to Turkic and Mongolian: 
Even these correspondences, though marked with an X, could be explained 
as early borrowings. 

b) There is not a single “Altaic” correspondence. 

c) With one exception (ud) all the Turkic words are represented in 
Ugrian. There are no Turkic-Finno-Ugrian correspondences. 

d) Threc of the eleven words quoted (ud, than, macala) occur in only 
one group. 

e) There is a complete divorce between the Northern and the Southern 
Tunguz names for bovines. 

Projection on a map of all the names for bovines would have yielded 
more interesting results. To do this remains a task for future research. For 
purely linguistic purposes, haphazard comparison of words chosen from 
Turkic, Mongol or Tunguz languages, with complete disregard of the dialects 
or the geographical areas in which they are actually used, can no longer 
advance research. For such purpose, all, or at least, most of the words belong- 
ing to a given semantic group must be examined, with special attention 
being paid to word-geography. This modest attempt, with all its imperfections, 
will perhaps succeed in showing what I have in mind. 


XI 


TATAR ~ TAVAR = TOBAP ~ TAR ~ TARA 


Denis Sinor 
(Cambridge and Indiana University) 


In a recent article! I mentioned a Turkic tayar ~ taar ~ tar 
word, with the primary meaning "(leather)bag." I quoted a few 
Turkic and Mongol forms, the meanings of which ranged from 
"swimming-float" to “earthenware pot, vase," and pointed out 
that the semantic change had been motivated by a technological 
change, the leathern containers being replaced by earthenware 
pots. Among other forms, I quoted a bisyllabic tagar(a), embed 
ded in a Latin text written in Portugal in 1073, almost at the 
time when, thousands of miles further east, Mahmud al-Qàás'yari 
noted the contracted tar form, and translated it as “swimming 
float. ” 

As my article was concerned with water-transport and with 
nothing else, I relegated my conclusion concerning tayar ~ tar 
to a footnote: “I suspect Turkic tavar “goods, possession” to 
be the doublet of tayar, possibly the ancestor of Hungarian tar 
(in compounds e.g. tárhaz *warehouse"). The history of this 
word is most involved and deserves further consideration. " 

I sent an off-print to my colleague Gerhard Doerfer, now 
in Gottingen, and received a reply calling my attention to the 
fact (which had not been unknown to me) that tayar occurs also 
in Persian. My own Persian references had been those found 
in Juvaini,? and in the works of V. Minorsky.! My further 
enquiries were answered by Dr. Doerfer with an uncommon act 
of courtesy and of scholarly generosity: he sent me the relevant 
chapter of his forthcoming book on the Altaic loan words in 
Persian. The size of this chapter (almost eight big pages) bears 
in itself witness to the extraordinary thoroughness and erudition 
displayed by the author. It cannot be my intention to reproduce 
here the very rich material he had collected. It would also be 
unfair to cite his opinions or to engage in controversy. I will 
simply put on paper what I would bave said had I not seen Dr. 
Doerfer's manuscript. I understand that the relevant part of 
his great work is not going to be published in the immediate 


UAS, Vol. 13 (1962) 229 
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future. As this short article is likely to get into print very 
soon, I think it worth while to publish the material I have col- 
lected on the subject. Without the succour of my own library — 
left behind in Cambridge whilst I am writing these lines in 
Bloomington — in the year to come I would have had little op- 
portunity to augment or to improve it to any significant extent. 
It will thus be possible for Dr. Doerfer to take into account, if 
he so wishes, some of the following. Whatever course of action 
he may choose, I am glad to put on record my gratitude for his 
kindness, 


SS * x 


To begin with, I should like to mention a Turkic form to 
which Doerfer could have no access: according to S. E. Malov,* 
the Uygur dialect of Kashgar has tayar "96 kg." This form is 
important because the usual meaning of tayar in Modern Uygur 
is "bag." As it will become apparent from Doerfer's forth- 
coming book, this is but one of the many Turkic dialects in 
which tayar and its variants designate a unit of weight, a liquid 
or dry measure. 

Since the redaction of my article on "Watertransport..., 
I have traced the word also in Tunguz: Barguzin has it in the form 
of tar "bag."" This is obviously a loan word from Turkic or 
Mongol, as other Tunguz languages have words of the type of 
xutakän ~ utakän for "bag." 

References to "Latin" tagara can be found also in Ducange, 
and in Leopoldo de Eguilaz y Yanguas, Glosario etimologico de 
las palabras espafiolas de origen oriental, (Granada 1886), the 
latter work simply repeating the information given by R. Dozy 
and W. H. Engelmann. Another instance of tagar embedded in 
a Latin text is provided by the narrative of Odoricus of Pordenone 
(first half of the 14th century); “Hic XXX tuman tagaris risi 
de reditibus habet, quorum quilibet tuman decem millia facit 
tangar. Tangar pondus est unius asini magni." 


n 


x x X 


The various meaning of tayar could be illustrated by the 
following scheme, which is based on the data published here and 
in my "Watertransport...." The much richer material collected 
by Doerfer corroborates this basic pattern. 
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swimming -float 


leatherbag — leathern container — (earthenware) 
container ——> liquid measure 


things carried in the sack or bag 
(particuliarly provisions) 


sack ———-—* weight 
| 


(sack)cloth 


: 


garment 


What I want to say about the peregrinations of tayar can 
be grouped under four headings. 

]. In my view the Turco-Mongol word for "fortune, pro- 
perty, belongings, chattels” tavar ~ tabar is an etymological 
doublet of tayar, | 

The word is so well known that there seems to be no neces- 
sity to adduce all its occurrences. I find on my cards Old-Turk 
tavar, Qāšyarf tavar "possession, burden,” Oirot tabar, 
Karakalpak tavar, cr, tavir, tavir, Bashkir tauar, but one could 
easily find other forms. 

Because they have o in their first syllables, I consider the 
many Turkic tovar forms to be loan words from Russian. In 
many languages, e.g. Turkmen, Modern Uygur, Uzbek, this 
tovar, borrowed from Russian, and its Turkic synonym mal 
exist side by side. 

Classical Mongol has tabar ~ tavar “merchandise, goods, 
property, chattels” (Lessing), the Modern Literary Khalkha 
form is tavaar. I cannot check it at present, but Iam sure that 
the word occurs also in other dialects. It is attested in the 
Secret History, as tabar. 

Among the Tunguz languages I can quote here Even and 
Evenki forms such as tovar, tovar, töbär — all borrowed from 
Russian, 

Nothing stands in the way of connecting the Turkic forms 
tayar and tavar. -Y- ~ -w- correspondences are not uncommon 
in Turkic, A clear statement on the question was made by Karl 
Menges. : According to him the -y- ~ -v- change is typical of 
the western Turkic languages. He quotes several examples 
taken from Qasyarf, e.g. Ogut ~ öwüt "advice," qoyur ~ qovur 
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“to roast," qo'y8a- ~ qov8a- “to grow weak”; to these I should 
like to add ga'yut ~ qavut “eine Speise fur Wochnerinnen aus 
Hirsenmehl mit Fett und Zucker. "? 

His views are corroborated by Pritsak's findings. He quotes 
for Karachay and Balkar!’ a regular -Y- = -'- -v- change, 
exemplified by forms such as a'uz ~ awuz "mouth, " gu'uq ~ 
suwuq "cold," and even tu'ar ~ tuwar “possession, cattle," 
this Jast example being a bridge not yet destroyed between 
tayar and tavar. Benzing’ reports a similar change in Kumyk, 
where ayiz ^mouth" takes the form awuz, and in Bashkir, where 
the same word appears as awiô. Pritsak quotes!” Karaim 
examples e.g. uwul "son" < oul, 

Menges considers the change typical also for what he calls 
the Aralo-Caspian group and quotes Kazak, Karakalpak, Nogay 
awuz "mouth," aur- < ayir-, aYri- “to fall ill,” Pritsak notices 
the same change in Kipchak.! 

The -y- ~ -v- change is not unknown in the southern dialects. 
Caferoglu and Doerfer mention it for Azeri,!* e. g. buzov "calf," 
bülöv “grindstone” < bilägü, yaviy ~ yavuy ~ yovuy “near” < 
yayug. In Osmanli: güvercin “pigeon” < kügerčin, tavuk “hen” < 
tagiyu, qoya ~ qova “bucket. ” 

I think that the Old-Turkic tavar is of western origin and 
was brought back in the eastern Turk-Uygur area probably by 
trade. The more original meanings of the word remained 
attached to the form tayar ~ tar, attested, as we have seen, at 
a very early epoch. 

Mongol has, we have seen, both tayar and tabar. It must 
not be forgotten, that -Y- of the Classical language is a con- 
ventional sign that can stand for -y-, -'-, or -B-. Mongol -y- ~ 
Turkic IV- correspondences are fairly common, i e. g. Mongol 
qoyur- ~ Turkic qovur- "to roast." A Turco-Mongol tayar ~ 
tabar ~ tavar word-family is in perfect harmony with what we 
know about the history of these languages, although, in my 
opinion, it is difficult to see the exact pattern of their inter- 
relation. According the Cleaves, tayar "is Turkish not Mon- 
golian.”!5 Cleaves’ opinions are always well motivated, but 
I cannot see his reasons for opting for a Turkic rather than for 
a Mongol etymology. In any case, and in view of the very 
wide distribution of the word, it is almost meaningless to at- 
tempt to ascribe it to one, rather than to the other group. The 
history of tayar goes back much beyond the time when we can 
with some justification speak of “Turkic” or "Mongol." — The 
Persian forms, numerous as they are, were probably borrowed 
from either Turkic or Mongol, or, possibly, at different times, 
from both. 
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2. It has long since recognized, that the Turco-Mongol 
word was borrowed by the Slavic languages, e.g. Russian TOBap 
Bulgarian TOsBap, Czech tovar "merchandize," Polish towar, 
Serbo-Croatian tovar “load, c cargo, freight. "!6 

Roumanian borrowed továr from some Slavic language. 

The tayar form is known wn also in Russian!” Tarap "runde 
geflochtene Matte, Fusswisch. " 

3. Hungarian has tár » which represents a number of inter- 
esting problems. It first occurred in compounds as tärhäz 
"warehouse, treasury" (15th century), tdrszekér "truck, cart 
for the conveyance of goods" (14th century), Through a not 
uncommon semantic development, the first element of tr -ház 
took over the meaning of the compound and, since the beginning 
of the 18th century, has been used as the second (qualified) 
element of a constantly increasing number of composite words, 
such as: szótár "lexicon" (szó "word"), könyvtár “library” 
(könyv “book”), levéltdr “archive” (levél "letter"), képtár 
“picture-gallery” (kép "picture"), fegyvertár “arsenal, armory” 
(fegyver "arm"), etc. etc. 

In his splendid work on the Slavic loan words in Hungarian, 
Istvín Kniezsa!® listed tr among the words of “dubious origin." 
Although he does not mention the fact, it seems to me, that at 
least part of the difficulty may lie with the first vowel of the 
Hungarian word. The first vowel of the Slavic form, attested 
from the 10th century, was o. According to Kniezsa, nothing 
prevents us from deriving the Hungarian word from Turkic tavar. 
Nor can be any objection against a derivation from Turkic ta tayar - ~ 
tār, which I should like to suggest as an alternative explanation. 

4. I should like to put forward as a hypothesis in need of 
further elucidation, that the international commercial term 
represented by such forms as English, French, tare, German 
Tara, Italian, Spanish tara, etc. goes back to tar ER tayar. 

7 "Tara can first be traced in Italian,!? towards 1300, and it 
is usually considered as a borrowing of Arabic tarha "deduction, 
discount. "? This etymology is weak on both phonetic and 
semantic grounds, On the first account, the reasons for the 
disparition of the b are not immediately apparent, on the second 
account, the primary meaning of tara is "the container of the 
wrapping containing goods, or the weight of these." Such view 
was held by, among others, Oscar Bloch and W. von Wartburg:°! 
“tare 1318, Terme de commerce signifiant propr. ‘caisse, 
baril, etc. dont on déduit le poids pour avoir celui de la mar- 
chandise,’ puis "déchet dans le poids ou la qualité d'une mar- 
chandise’ d'où, d'une part les sens commerciaux, de l'autre, 
celui de ‘dommage, défaut, vice’ qui apparaît dès le XVe siècle." 
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I think the Italian word could be explained from Turkic tar 
to which the Italians, reluctant to have a final -r in their words, 
appended an -a. Many Italian, and international, commercial 
terms were borrowed from Arabic but, particularly at the 
turning of the 13th century, there was a brisk Italian trade with 
the Turkic speaking peoples of the Black Sea area and beyond. 
The commercial term tara, to know an extraordinary career, 
was probably borrowed then and there. 
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1. “On water-transport in Central Eurasia,” UAJb 33, 156- 
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Yul 


DENIS SINOR 


(Indiana University) 


I have always thought that the principal charm of comparative 
Altaic linguistics consisted in the fact that even an apparently 
insignificant comparison could have far-reaching historical impli- 
cations. We owe so much to the pioneer work which Professor Räsä- 
nen has undertaken in the field of comparative Altaic linguistics in 
general and Chuvash and Cheremis studies in particular, that I feel 
justified in presenting him, on his 70th birthday, with a modest 
flower plucked on these very same grounds. 


It is often forgotten, that the earliest known Turkic word occurs 
in the account of Hsiien-tsang’s travels to the West. After some 
fruitless attempts to identify the original of the transcription used 
by the Chinese pilgrim, Paul Pelliot ! successfully equated the two 
Chinese characters given as the name of the summer-residence of 
the qan of the Western Tiirks with Turkic bing yul ‘thousand sources’. 
As this interpretation agrees with that given by Hsüen-tsang him- 
self, the accuracy of the solution proposed by Pelliot is assured.” 


1 Le nom turc des ' Mille sources’ chez Hiuan-tsang, (TP. XXVII, 1930, 
189—190). 

2 The relevant. passages are translated by Samuel Beal: Si-yu-ki. Buddhist 
records of the western world, I—II, (London 1884), vol. I, p. 27, vol. II. p. 288. 
— Beal's transcription of the Chinese characters: 'Myn bulak' is inacceptable. 
— As to the site of the Thousand Sources, cf. Edouard Chavannes: Documents 
sur les Tou-kiue (Turcs) Occidentaux, (St. Pétersbourg 1903), p. 24. 


4 DeExISSiInor 


It is regrettable that in the sometimes desperate hunt for early 
Turkic or Mongol words this solid evidence is regularly overlooked. 

But is yul really Turkic? It certainly is in that sense that it is 
attested in Old-Turkie, in KaSyart and in a number of modern 
Turkic languages, all belonging to the Northern Group. 

Kasyari records two forms. yul and yulag, both with identical 
meanings, ‘source’. Gabain! and Räsänen ? recognize the identity 
of the root, but seem reluctant to define the function of the -ag 
ending. According to Brockelmann ? »bildet das Affix ok aq, ver- 
einzelt auch ik, manchmal Deminutiva und Deteriorativa», and he 
cites yul and yulag among the examples. The question of the relation- 
ship of these two forms has no direct relevance to our subject. — 

Radloff has yul "Bach, Bergflüsschen', noted in the Kaëinsk, 
Koibal and Kyzyl dialects, čul 'Fluss' in Sagay. The Koibal form 
was already noted by Castren.* Among more recent data: Khakas ? 
Cul 'pyaeit?, Kyzyl® Sul "Fluss, Bach’, šuldžax ‘Bach’. 

Other forms may have escaped my notice or may turn up as 
our knowledge of Turkic dialects expands, but it seems fairly certain 
that we shall never have to regard yul as a Common Turkic word. 
Its use is clearly circumscribed within an area in which peoples 
speaking a northern Turkic dialect live or have lived. A perfunctory 
search for Mongol correspondences remained unfruitful, but the 
word undoubtedly penetrated into the Tunguz domain. I have 


1 Alttürkische Grammatik, (Leipzig 1941), p. 62. 

* Materialien zur Morphologie der türkischen Sprachen, (SO. XXI, 1957), 
p. 100. 

3 Osttürkische Grammatik der islamischen Litteratursprachen Mittelastens, 
(Leiden 1954), p. 111. 

4 N. Katanoff: Castren’s Koibalisch-deutsches Wörterverzeichnis und Sprach- 
proben, (Mélanges asiatiques IX, 1880 —89, 97 —205). 

5 N. A. Baskakov — A. I. Inkizekova-Grekul: Khakassko-russkij slovar’, 
(Moskva 1953). 

8 Aulis J. Joki: Wortereerzeichnis der Kyzyl-Sprache, (SO. XIX, 1, 1953), 
p. 30. 
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found it in Even! čul ‘so,jouag’ and in Evenki? yüktu 'pyueii'. As 
initial y- does not normally occur in that language, this is undoubtedly 
a loanword, and the length of the first-syllable vowel may well be 
compensatory to the loss of the final - which, if retained and com- 
bined with the suffix of derivation -ktu, would have formed a con- 
sonant cluster unacceptable to Tunguz ears. To my mind, -ktu 
is a suffix (not listed by Vasilevié 3 among the variants -kta, -kte, 
-kio) used to form a noun bearing only one meaning of the poly- 
semantic base to which it is appended, e.g. goëin "the following year, 
during the following year’, goctktia ‘the following year’ (note the 
disappearance of the final consonant!). In fact, there exists a form 
yukta ‘source’, noted by Czekanowski in the Kondogir dialect.’ 

The word thus attested cannot be considered Tunguz. Unknown 
in Mongol, its occurrence in Turkic is geographically limited, so 
that one would be tempted to consider it as belonging to an area 
rather than to a group of languages. However, the curious fact 
which prompts me to write this article is that the word occurs in 
Chuvash: sal source, well’. The connection between this word and 
the Northern Turkic forms has already been recognized by H. Paaso- 
nen.’ As it is a perfectly regular correspondence to Common Turkic 
yul, there is no need to elaborate on the phonetic equivalence of 
the two words. The interest lies elsewhere. 

The Cheremis name of the Volga is Ydl in the Western dialect, 
and Yul in the Eastern. J. J. Mikkola ê explained these forms by 
postulating an Old-Cheremis *yuly < *yulya, which he equates 


1 V. I. Levin: Kratkij evensko-russkij slovar’, (Moskva — Leningrad 1936); 
given also by Johannes Benzing: Lamutische Grammatik, (Wiesbaden 1955), 
p. 155: ‘Wasserfall’. 

* G. M. Vasilevič: Evenkijsko-russkij slovar’, (Moskva 1958). 

3 Op.cit p. 464. 

4 A. Schiefner: Alerander Czekanowski’s tungusisches Wörterverzeichnis, 
(Melanges asiatiques VIII, 1877, 335—416). 

5 Csuvas szojegyzék, (Budapest 1908), p. 134. 

$ Der Name Wolga, (FUF. XX, 1929, 125 —128) and Nochmals der Name 
Wolga, (FUF. XXI, 1933, 162—163). 
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with Turkic words such as Bashkir yilya ’river’, etc. According to 
Mikkola the development *yulya < *yuly < yul could be satis- 
factorily explained. With the ‘discovery’ of a Turkic form yul ‘source, 
river’, there is, however no need to bring into the picture hypothet- 
ical forms, and unless one rejects out of hand the possibility of 
a Turkic etymology, no objection can be raised against the equa- 
tion of the Cheremis name of the Volga with the Turkic word yul. 
H. Paasonen (or Kai Donner?) suggests! a connection between 
Cheremis Yul and some Ostiak forms yatpo, yaipa. The -p ending 
of the Ostiak words can probably be explained,? but there might 
be difficulties in deriving the Ostiak vowel from a Turkic «.? 

The historical implications of the etymology I propose for Chere- 
mis Yul are considerable, and these, in their turn, have important 
bearings on the linguistic history of the region. 

The fact that a word attested only in the Northern Turkic langu- 
ages should also occur in Chuvash, is in itself very interesting, as 
the question arises »How did it travel so far west?». Words do travel 
but they rarely do so without leaving some trace of their peregrina- 
tions and it would be natural to find the word yul attested in langu- 
ages that, geographically, lie between the Altai and the Volga.‘ 
In recent years our knowledge of Turkic and, in general, Altaic 
vocabulary has improved so much, that the 'argumentum ex silentio’ 
can, on occasion, be convincingly invoked. For this reason, I would 
be tempted to take the word sdl as an indication that the Chuvash 
are not indigenous to the Volga-region. but settled there at the end 
of a peregrination, the starting point of which might well have been 
the area where yul was autochthonous. It would be preposterous 
to attempt to give an absolute date to such a hypothetical migration, 
but a relative chronology may perhaps be established. 


1 Kai Donner: H. Paasonens Ostjakisches Wörterbuch, (Helsingfors 1926). 
p. 38. 

2 Cf. Y. H. Toivonen, MSFOu. LXVII, 1933, pp. 382 —383. 

8 Cf. Wolfgang Steinitz, Geschichte des ostjakischen Vokalismus, (Berlin 
1950), p. 90. 

4 Such is the case for instance of the word examined by Johannes Benzing: 
Zum tschuwaschischen Worte, galan ' Heckenrose', (UAJ. XXIV, 1952, 143 --144) 


XII 


Yul 7 


The Turkic etymology of Yul, the Cheremis name of the Volga, 
is as acceptable as any other similar attempt can be; the presence 
of such a word in the region is conclusively attested by the Chuvash 
form sal. Since yul, in its function as a common noun, has not survived 
in any of the Turkic languages of the Voiga-region, it reems reason- 
able to suppose, that the word reached the area in its Northern 
Turkic form yul, that the Cheremis kept this form as the name of 
the river Volga, whereas in the language in which it was a common 
noun, namely in pre-Chuvash, it underwent the phonetic develop- 
ments proper to this language. This would then mean that we would 
have a further proof (the Hungarian correspondences of Chuvash 
s- testify to the same effect) that the Chuvash s- is of relatively 
recent origin, and that the ancestors of the Chuvash spoke a y- 
language at the time of their settlement in the Volga-region. 

It is well known that Mongol and Chuvash share a number of 
phonetic features which distinguish them from Common Turkic. 
Among these, the so-called 'rhotacism' and 'lambdacism' are the 
inost characteristic, i.e. in a great number of cases, Mongol and 
Chuvash have r and | in words which occur in Turkic with z and 
r respectively. It has always seemed to me that the Mongol-Chuvash 
eorrespondences! presupposed a Mongol-Chuvash (or pre-Mongol 
and pre-Chuvash) symbiosis, somewhere in a region far to the east 
of the present Chuvash territorv.? The y- > s- change, as exemplified 








! I am not speaking here of recent Mongol loanwords in Chuvash. To 
my knowledge, these have never been studied or even mentioned, although 
their importance is obvious. The presence of Mongols in the Volga-region has 
left its traces and their methodical survey would help in shedding new light 
on a number of relevant problems. 

2 | find myself therefore in disagreement with Ramstedt's conclusions 
in Zur Frage nach der Stellung des Tschuwassischen, (JSFOu. XXXVIII, 
1922, 1) and think that the old Gombocz-Németh theory on Chuvash-Mongol 
contacts is nearer the truth. — This is not the place to reconsider the whole 
problem of the Chuvash language, but I hope to be able to make a modest 
contribution to its discussion in the not too distant future. The older theories, 
set up some forty years ago, just cannot be sustained any longer. In a lecture 
delivered quite some time ago, on the 14th May 1948,to he Société asiatique T 
have indicated the broad outline along which. to my mind, we have to proceed. 
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in the case of yul must have taken place after the Mongol-Chuvash 
separation, i.e. subsequent to the westward migration of the Chuvash 
to the Volga-region. 

All this may seem too hypothetical considering the scanty nature 
of the evidence, and I certainly would not consider the yul ~ säl 
correspondence to be sufficient for proving each stage of the historico- 
linguistic process I have just outlined. Some time ago, quite by 
chance, I found a Cheremis word, attested only in the 18th century 
(kunzä 'ship), which I equated with Mongol giinje ‘raft’, Olcha 
kenzume, Goldi könzima.! This again is an area-word, not specifically 
Tunguz or Mongol and certainly not Altaic. How did it come into 
Cheremis? 

There are other facts which seem to show Tunguz or Mongol 
influences in the Volga-region; a whole complex of problems awaits 
exploration. The aim of this article was simply to call attention to 
its existence. 


1 On water-transport in Central-Eurasia, (UAJ. X XXIII, 1961, 156—179), 
cp. 172—123. 
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NOTES ON THE EQUINE TERMINOLOGY 
OF THE ALTAIC PEOPLES* 


by 
DENIS SINOR 
Indiana University 


Ideally, this article should have been written as a sequel to the publication 
of the work of which it now forms a part. It should have rested on the 
many sided research presented in this volume. But the temptation to be 
included in a publication that deals with the “horse in the Altaic world" 
was too great to be resisted. I really felt, that I should bring my own 
modest contribution to the subject hic et nunc. 

The horse has played a major role in the history and the civilization of 
Central Eurasia and the problems attached to the study of the equine 
component in the civilization of this region have attracted my attention 
years ago. Although the importance of the horse for Central Eurasia is 
universally recognized and, at times even exaggerated, no monograph 
exists on the subject, and most writers limit themselves to repeating the 
worn-out cliché of Turks and Mongols - all the Turks and all the Mongols 
— spending their lives on horseback, roaming the endless steppes. 

The question of the domestication of the horse has attracted much 
attention, and there are some fine works dealing with the problem. I 
should like to mention the works of Jettmar,! Downs,? and the impressive 
volume of Franz Hantar.? Several serious monographs deal with the 
use of the horse in China, a subject directly relevant to ours. À study by 
Perceval Yetts* was followed by an article from Eduard Erkes.5 Quite 


* This article is part of a larger research project undertaken with the support of a 
grant from the American Philosophical Society. The Society's help is gratefully 
acknowledged by the author. 

1 Karl Jettmar, “Les plus anciennes civilizations d'éleveurs des steppes d'Asie 
Centrale", Cahiers d'histoire mondiale, Y (1954), 760-783. 

! James F. Downs, "The origin and spread of riding in the Near East and Central 
Asia", American Anthropologist, LXIII (1961), 1193-1203. 

* Das Pferd in prähistorischer und früher historischer Zeit (—Wiener Beiträge zur 
Kulturgeschichte und Linguistik, XD (1955). 

* “The horse: a factor in early Chinese history", Eurasia Septentrionalis Antiqua, IX 
(1934), 231-258. 
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recently H. G. Creel® brought a magistral contribution to the subject. 
The material remains of horses owned by presumably Altaic peoples were 
examined by V. O. Vitt? and V. I. Calkin.§ 

However illuminating, these works shed but an indirect light on the 
place the horse has occupied in the civilization of the Altaic peoples. 
For some time I have been collecting textual references relating to the 
subject, without, however, neglecting the linguistic evidence. I have 
hoped to present the material on the lines followed in my study “On 
water-transport in Central Eurasia",? but the material collected is so 
bulky, that I soon decided to jettison the evidence of written sources. 

Anyhow, it seems to me, that the first step of a methodical approach 
should be based on the only evidence unmistakably earmarked “Altaic”, 
viz. on that brought by the vocabulary of the Altaic languages. 

I find it rather encouraging that an archaeologist like Franz Hangar 
should have recognized the importance of this approach: “Theoretisch 
ist klar — he wrote — dass eine tiefgehende Sprachvergleichung und eine 
tragfähige chronologische Ordnung der Termini nicht nur einen ältesten 
Namen des Pferdes samt Aufschluss über Bedeutungsgehalt und Züchter- 
volk, sondern darüber hinaus ... pferdegeschichtliche Details über 
Pferdehaltung, Aufzuchtinteresse, Nutzungsart, das Verhältnis zu andern 
Transporttieren, Zahl sowie Ort der Domestikationsherde liefern müsste.” 
Unfortunately, I am finding myself in agreement also with his next 
sentence: “Faktisch sind wir von einem solchen sprachwissenschaftlich 
selbstständigen Beitrag zur Geschichte des Pferdes noch weit entfernt.” 1° 

I am convinced that a detailed study in depth of the vocabulary related 
to horse-breeding is bound to shed light on the subject, on condition, 
however, that the examination be conducted without any prejudice and 
should not remain superficial. I have made a fairly detailed investigation 
of most of the words referring to horses in the Altaic world. The two 
notes here presented are but samples, with no claim to perfect finish, 
taken from this material. 


5 “Das Pferd im alten China”, T’oung Pao, XXXVI, 1 (1942), 26-63. 

* “The role of the horse in Chinese history", The American Historical Review, LXX, 3 
(1965), 647-672. 

* “Logadi pazyrykskij kurgan”, Sovetskaja arkheologija, XVI (1952), 163-205. 

8 “K izuéeniju loSadej iz kurganov Altaja”, MIA, 24 (1952), 147-156. 

IT UAJ, XXXIII (1961), 156-179. 

10 Op. cit., p. 539. 
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Yunt 


It is a well known fact that the standard word for “horse” in the Turkic 
languages is at or its phonetic variants. Ar, however, is not the only word 
for “horse” attested from the earliest times. Old Turkic already has 
another word with the same meaning: yónt. It occurs in the Irk Bitig 
and is the standard expression used in calendars and in many non-religious 
texts. Though it is obviously a relatively little used word, it is well 
attested in Middle Turkic. KäSyari, the Qutadyu Bilig, the Leiden 
Glossary (translated: *Pferdekoppel")!! and some other sources have it. 
It would be tedious to enumerate here all the Middle-Turkic glossaries 
in which I have looked for it in vain. 

As neither the runic, nor the so-called Uyghur script distinguishes 
between yo and yu, the vocalization of the word is somewhat uncertain. 
Unless hareke is used, not even the Arabic script distinguishes between 
the two vowels. This fact accounts for a certain inconsistency in the 
current transcriptions of the word. Traditionally, since Thomsen’s 
edition of the Irk Bitig,!? yont has been used, e.g. by G. R. Rachmati® 
and Séerbak.!* In the glossary of her Alttürkische Grammatik, A. von 
Gabain, careful, listed: yont (u?). 

The modern dialects give little help as they do not have the word, 
although Yellow Uyghur has a derivative yuntak ~ yondak ~ yindak 
“horse dung”,*® useless for the purpose of establishing the original vowel. 
In the Leiden Glossary the word is not vocalized and Houtsma transcribed 
it yont. KäSyarTrs listing was transcribed yond by Brockelmann.?* Besim 
Atalay’s yund transcription seems more accurate.!? Al-Biruni's «sa 
was transcribed yont by Radloff,!? yunt by Pritsak.!? I suppose that his 
reference to Uluy Bag after this word is a mistake. In any case it does not 
tally with what Pritsak himself stated on p. 79 of that same work. 

If the transcription in Arabic script leaves open the question of the 


u M, Th. Houtsma, Ein türkisch-arabisches Glossar (Leiden, 1894), p. 108. 

D “Dr. M. A. Stein's MSS in Turkish ‘Runic’ script from Miran and Tun-huang" , 
JRAS, 1912, 181-227. 

15 Türkische Turfantexte, VII (= Abh. d. Preuss. Ak. d. Wiss, 1936, 12). 

14 “Nazvanija domaënikh i dikikh Zivotnykh v tjurkskikh jazykakh”, pp. 82-172 of 
Istoriceskoe razvitie leksiki tjurkskikh jazykov, edited by E. I. Ubrjatova (Moskva, 
1961), p. 85. 

15 S. E. Malov, Jazyk Zeltykh ujgurov (Alma Ata, 1957). 

16 Mitteltürkischer Wortschatz (Budapest, 1928), p. 93. 

1? Divanü lügat-it-türk tercümesi, MI (Ankara, 1941), p. 7. 

15 Wörterbuch, TII, 418. 

19 Die bulgarische Fürstenliste und die Sprache der Protobulgaren (Wiesbaden, 1955), 
p. 67. 
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vowel, texts in Brahmi script give an unequivocal answer. There, the 
word is spelt quite consistently yunt.*° 

No attention has been drawn so far to the existence of a Tibetan 
transcription of this word. The oft mentioned Tibetan manuscript 
No. 1283, brought by Pelliot from Tun-huang, mentions the people 
Ha-la-yun-log from whose country “come the best Turkic horses".?! 
In his remarks to Bacot’s translation, Sir Gerard Clauson was baffled by 
this word which he considered “mysterious”.** He had probably over- 
looked Pelliot’s own footnote, published by Bacot, in which a simple 
equation contained the correct solution: Alayundluy = “qui ont des 
chevaux pie”.*® There can be no doubt, we are faced here with the 
transcription of the name ala yuntlu “(the people) with piebald horses” 
about whom much has been written.?* Although on strictly linguistic 
grounds the ha-la of the Tibetan transcription could stand for gara 
“black”, the identification with the ala yuntlu seems certain. The Tibetan 
transcription thus favours the yunt reading of the word we are here 
interested in. 

We should now turn our attention to the final explosive, -f or -d, of 
yunt. Firstly, a few remarks on the relatively inconsequential matter of 
the Tibetan transcription. Although the Tibetan script can render -nt, 
no Tibetan word ends with this sound combination and it would be no 
surprise to find a Tibetan text preferring a familiar yun syllable to the 
unfamiliar yunt. However, the possibility of a form without a final dental 
cannot be completely discarded. Such a form could perhaps be abstracted 
from Osmanli yonda “mare” quoted by Budagov,?® or yunat “ein wildes 
ungezähmtes Zuchtpferd”, listed by Radloff.?* The Kitab al-Idräk has 
junad.?? 

O. Pritsak suggested an equation between the name or title of the Hun 
prince Aovätos and these forms.?? It had escaped his notice, that this 


20 Annemarie von Gabain, Türkische Turfantexte, VIII (=Abh. d. deutschen Ak. d. 
Wiss., Berlin, 1952, 7), passim. 

*31 Jacques Bacot, “Reconnaissance en Haute Asie septentrionale par cinq envoyés 
ouigours au Ville siécle", JA, 1956, 137-153, esp. p. 147. 

% “A propos du manuscrit Pelliot tibétain 1283", JA, 1957, 11-24, esp. p. 16. 

33 Op.cit., p. 152. 

24 E.g. J. Németh, “Das Volk mit den scheckigen Pferden", Körösi Csoma Archivum, 
1938, 345-352. 

25 Sravnitel’nyj slovar’ turecko-tatarskikh’ narécij (Sanktpeterburg, 1869), II, p. 386. 
28 Wörterbuch, TH, 545. 

27? Second-hand reference, the accuracy of which I cannot check at present. 

» Fürstenliste, pp. 43-44. 
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idea had already been put forward by W. Bang, 28 who saw in Donat a 
compound of yon “ungewisser Bedeutung” and at “horse”. In his view 
yont <*yonat. But there seems to be no need to put an asterisk before 
this latter form, nor is the meaning of yon unknown. Donat could have 
well been a compound of two words, both meaning “horse”: yon + at, 
yon being a form without a dental, attested in the Tibetan transcription 
of the word. Unfortunately, the whole etymology should stand as an 
object lesson and a warning example of the dangers of “Panturkism” and 
should show to what ridiculous result “explanations” of this sort can 
lead. For the name of Donat cannot be Turkic unless we are prepared to 
admit that Donat(us) of Casaenigrae, originator of the Donatist schism, 
who lived in North Africa in the first half of the 4th century was himself 
a Turk or even a Hun! 

More important than these etymological ramblings is the fact that 
Old Turkic yunt and yun are well represented in Samoyede. H. Paasonen 
recognized this fact as early as in 1917 and his suggestion has found 
general acceptance. The best summing up of the question was given by 
Aulis J. Joki. The Samoyede forms presuppose an original *yunta. 
They include forms such as Jurak yuna, yunna, written Nenec yuno, 
Tavgi (Nganasan) yunta, Ostiak-Samoyede t’und, Cönd, könd, Kamass 
ind, etc. The Samoyede forms corroborate the assumption that the Old 
Turkic word was yunt, with an u, and - to my mind - leave the question 
of the final -t open. 

The word seems to have penetrated into Vogul, although I can find but 
one reference, duni “Füllen”, given by H. Paasonen.?! 

The Samoyede forms are very interesting, particularly in view of the 
fact that Turkic yunt has no correspondents in the other Altaic languages. 
This fact should be emphasized, because G. J. Ramstedt?? quoted a 
Mongol *jondu “Lastpferd” and a Goldi yona “Pferd”. The first of these 
words has never existed outside Ramstedt’s imagination, the second — 
according to Sterbak®® — has the meaning of “drove of horses", and 
should - according to myself — be connected with Manchu yooni “sämtlich, 
alles, ganz”. Ishould not have mentioned this here had it not been that both 
Joki and S&erbak seem to have accepted the existence of the Mongol word. 


** “Studien zur vergleichenden Grammatik der Türksprachen, 2", Sitzungsberichte 
der preuss. Ak. d. Wiss., XXXVU (1916), pp. 910-928, esp. pp. 924-925. 

% Die Lehnwörter des Sajansamojedischen (= MSFOu., CIH) (1952), p. 138. 

x “Beiträge zur finnisch-ugrisch-samojedischen Lautgeschichte", Keleti Szemle, XIII, 
p. 107. 

32 “Alte türkische und mongolische Titel", JSFOu, 55 (1951), 2, p. 66. 

'*5 Op.cit., p. 85. 
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Because of the temporal and spatial limitations of the area in which 
Turkic yunt occurs, we cannot consider this word common-Turkic. 
Although attested from the 8th century, its use, by then, was clearly 
limited to calendars and other “scholarly” works, and it does not seem 
that the word was ever used in current speech to refer to a horse. As the 
word is known to all Samoyede dialects, in which it is the standard 
expression for the horse, one can safely assume that originally yunt was a 
non-Turkic, non-Altaic word, used in the geographical area — probably 
in the Sayan-region — where Turks and Samoyedes, or better, the an- 
cestors of these two peoples cohabited well before the time our earliest 
Turkic texts were written. 


Ulay 


Another word interesting from the point of view of the early history of 
the horse in Central Eurasia is Turco-Mongol ulay(a), which in most 
languages has the meaning of “relay horse”. W. Kotwicz devoted a fine 
monograph to this word and it would be futile to take up again all the 
data assembled by him.* The many Turkic and Mongol forms now 
available but unknown at the time Kotwicz wrote do not materially alter 
the picture given by him. There might, however, be a point in showing 
that the use of ulay was even more widespread than it appears from 
Kotwicz’ article. 

Undoubtedly ulay has become a word of civilization, and its use 
spread from Tibet and India well into the European world. Kotwicz 
assembled many of its occurrences, but did not notice Roumanian olac 
“courier”, mentioned by Karl Lokotsch, but mistakenly connected by 
him with French laquais and its Romance equivalents.$5 The Roumanian 
form is worth mentioning as it may open new avenues to be explored, 
avenues which, I am afraid, may well lead to dead ends. It is well known 
that the name under which the Roumanians were known in the Middle 
Ages occurs in forms such as Olach, Vlach, Blach, Ulaq, etc. I do not 
intend to connect this name with ulay “relay horse", but such an identi- 
fication may have possibly occurred to some medieval writers. In at least 


54 “Turc ulay, mo. ulaya, ma. ulha” - first published in Collectanea Orientalia, No. 2 
(Wilno, 1932), reprinted RO, XVI (1950), pp. 341-350. 

#5 Etymologisches Wörterbuch der europäischen ... Wörter orientalischen Ursprungs 
(Heidelberg, 1927), No. 2130. - Cf. Meyer-Lübke, Romanisches etymologisches Wörter- 
buch, 3rd ed. (Heidelberg 1935), No. 4657, also Pelliot’s doubts on p. 35 of Notes sur 
l'histoire de la Horde d’Or (Paris, 1949). 
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one document, dated 26 February 1270, mention is made of four horses, 
tres Cumanicos, quartum Olacorum and the context makes it abundantly 
clear that the two proper names stand for different types or breeds of 
borses 28 Could it be that the fourth horse was an ulay? Relay horses 
would normally be geldings, and the practice of castration seems to have 
reached Western Europa from the East. A gelding is Wallach in German, 
cheval hongre in French. It is not impossible that some confusion 
occurred in the Middle Ages between the name of the Roumanians and 
ulay. 

Ulay can be traced in some Finno-Ugric languages. It occurs in various 
Ostiak dialects in forms such as ataw, olau, etc.®” — I also suspect that 
Udmurt val “horse” has to be drawn into the picture 7 

Rather surprisingly, Kotwicz made no mention of the Chuvash forms 
of ulay, already mentioned by Paasonen?’ and listed by ASmarin:* Jav 
B03, NonBona” and dlav “romsona”. Paasonen rightly recognized their 
connection with ulay. Radloff has lau “nomsona, Pflichtpferde"*! for 
Tatar and Kazak, and for the latter language I could ascertain the 
continued use of this word.*? The question of the priority of the forms 
with or without initial /- is an interesting one. John R. Krueger says 
without further comment that Chuvash lay “comes from d/av”. He is in 
good company as the same opinion had been voiced - with reference to 
the Kazakh word - by Paul Pelliot.“ 

I feel I must disagree with both of them. The fact that the majority of 
the Altaic forms begin with a vowel does not necessarily speak for their 


36 Cf. Gy. Györffy, “Adatok a románok XIII. századi történetéhez és a roman állam 
kezdeteihez", Történelmi Szemle, VIL (1964), 3-25, esp. pp. 13-14. — In an interesting 
article D. Pais (“Ola”, in Magyar Nyelv, LX, 1964, 282-290) connects with ulay several 
personal- and place-names occurring in medieval Hungarian sources: Ola, Vla etc. 
The latter form is given as the name of a stableman (?). The data given by Pais corrob- 
orate my assumption that there was some confusion between Ola and the name of 
the Roumanians. 
3 Cf. H. Paasonen, “Über die türkischen Lehnwörter des Ostjakischen", FUF, II 
(1902), 81-137, esp. p. 112. 
88 [ am less certain concerning the relevance of some Cheremis words. Cf. M. 
Räsänen, Die tschuwassischen Lehnwörter im Tscheremissischen (= MSFOu., XLVII) 
(1920), p. 123. Also, O. Pritsak, Fürstenliste, p. 67. 

Csuvas szójegyzék (Budapest, 1908), p. 13. 
* Slovar’ čuvašskogo jazyka. 
* Wörterbuch, IL, 730. 
* N.T. Sauranbaev, Russko-kazakhskij slovar’ (Moskva, 1954), p. 541. 
43 Chuvash Manual (= Indiana University Publications, Uralic and Altaic Series, vol. 7) 
(1961), p. 223. 
44 Notes sur l'histoire de la Horde d'Or, p. 151. — Pelliot was misled by Radloff's 
unfortunate kir. abbreviation for Kazakh, and took lau for a Kirghiz word. 
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priority. Neither Turkic nor Mongol languages favour an initial /-, and 
it would be perfectly normal for any of these languages to prefix a vowel 
to any foreign word beginning with L Thus, while there might be 
reasons for supposing an /- > vowel + I development, the dropping of an 
initial vowel preceding an /- would strike as going very much against the 
grain of.Altaic word structure. 

There is another, even stronger reason for giving primacy to the forms 
with initial /-: they are identical with the Ugric name of the horse. 

Before going on to this subject I should like to say a word or two on 
the semantics of ulay. 

Kotwicz was right in pointing out that the horse was the only animal 
regularly used for relay services. But this is no reason for supposing as 
he did that “relay horse” must be considered the primary meaning of 
ulay. I should think it more likely that a not too frequent word for 
“horse” received the specialized meaning of relay horse. The same se- 
mantic change can be observed in another instance. The Altai-Turkic 
word und “nonsona”, in the meaning of “das Pflichtgespann, die Pferde 
welche eine Gemeinde einem durchreisenden Beamten zu stellen hat”45 
comes from Mongol unayan “foal”. Here, as with ulay, a non-standard 
word for horse, (i.e. not morin) was adopted to designate a more special- 
ized species. 

The horse has no common name in the Finno-Ugric languages, but 
the Ugric languages (Vogul, Ostiak and Hungarian) use the same word 
for horse. It appears in Vogul as Juv, lö, lu, in Ostiak lay, tay, in Hungarian 
as ló (Io), root: lov-. These forms represent a primitive Ugric */ay which, 
I think, is at the root of the Turco-Mongol lav, lau, ulay forms.*® 

This identification is by no means new. Already A. Vambéry was 
struck by the similarity of Hungarian /6 and the above-mentioned 
Kazakh and Altay words /aw.*! More recently Ligeti hinted at the 
possible connection between the Hungarian word and Turkic ulay.*® 

Indeed, there is no linguistic flaw to be detected in this equation which, 
however, touches upon the vexed and most controversial question of the 
horse-breeding of the Ugrians in general and the Hungarians in particular. 


*5 Wörterbuch, I, 1639. Also N. A. Baskakov, Russko-altajskij slovar' (Moskva, 
1964), s.v. nonBoga. — The opinion of Kotwicz (op. cit., p. 344), that und is a phonetic 
variant of ulay is of course unwarranted. 

Zë The connection between the Ugric words is beyond controversy. The classical 
statement can be found in J. Szinnyei, Magyar nyelvhasonlitds, 3rd. ed. (Budapest, 
1927), p. 143. 

47 A török faj ethnológiai és ethnografiai tekintetben (Budapest, 1885), p. 352. 

ts A magyarság östörtenete (Budapest, 1943), p. 59. 
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Almost everyone — and they are many — writing on Hungarian prehistory 
had to voice an opinion on this subject on which I do not wish here to 
enlarge. 

It would be idle to speculate on the “origin” of the word *lay “horse”. 
In view of its presence in Ugric, Turkic, Mongol and Tunguz languages, 
any purely Turkic etymology can a priori be discarded. To the earlier 
etymologies enumerated by Kotwicz we can now add that proposed by 
A. M. Sterbak*? who tacitly adopted Vladimircov's derivation from ula- 
“to tie, to bind together”. 

As the forms which I consider the most ancient, i.e. those with an 
initial /- occur in the Western parts of Central Eurasia (Ugric, Tatar, 
Chuvash), I would be tempted to see in ulay a word that moved from West 
to East, acquiring in its peregrination the initial vowel and becoming 
thus more conform to Turkic and Mongol word structure. It was during 
this process that the word received the specialized meaning of “relay 
horse”, while the autochtonous Turkic and Mongol words for horse, 
at and morin, remained the current designations for this animal. 


Yunt and ulay are thus Altaic words going back to a non-Altaic sub- 
stratum, which may have been Uralic, but could just as well have been 
one of unknown substance, which left its trace on what was to become 
respectively Ugric and Turkic. 

Another point should be made. The word ulay occurs in the travel 
account of the Chinese pilgrim Hsiien-tsang (7th century), it is thus one 
of the earliest Turkic words known to us.5 Another such word, yul 
“source”, also mentioned by Hsiien-tsang was traced by me in the Volga- 
region.5! I then suggested that yul had travelled from East to West. 
In the case of ulay a West to East migration must be postulated unless 
we surmise, as for yunt, a South Siberian origin. Other evidence point to 
a symbiosis of Ugric and Turkic elements in that region and Kazakh- 
Tatar connections would explain in the former language the presence of 
lau. But this question will have to be taken up elsewhere. 


* Op. cit., p. 123. 

60 Paul Pelliot, “Neuf notes sur des questions d'Asie Centrale, 4: Deux mots turcs 
chez Hiuan-tsang", T'oung Pao, XXVI (1929), 219-221. 

H “Yul”, Studia Orientalia, XXVIII (1964), 7. 
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The etymologies here proposed do not wish to prove any preconceived theory. They 
are offered here as a token of friendship, esteem, and respect to Professor Hattori and 
as a modest contribution to the study of Uralic and Altaic vocabulary. 


TUSU “usefulness, advantage, profit” 


There is a word tusa “usefulness, advantage, profit,” well known in Classical Mongol 
and attested in a number of contemporary Mongol dialects, e.g. Mod. Lit.’ tus, Kalm. 
Lit? tus, Kalm. R.* tus’, Bur. tuha,* Monguor’ Dysä, Ordos! pysa, Khalkha’ t^ussp, 
Dahur* tuase. In Russian dictionaries the meaning given is “nozp3a,” in French the 
word is translated “utilité, avantage, profit,” etc. 

Tusa is not recorded in a number of Middle-Mongol vocabularies, but I do not attach 
any particular importance to this absence. The word tusa is well attested in Middle- 
Mongol. It can be found in the Secret History of the Mongols and in a number of other 
texts. Its absence from the vocabularies is probably due to the abstractness of its 
meaning which makes it difficult to incorporate the word in dictionaries arranged in 
conceptual categories. The word is current in Middle-Mongol texts, it can be found 
in Arghun’s letter to Philip the Fair (1289)? in the Bodhicäryavatära,'’ the Sino-Mongol 
inscription of 1335," in the Ming documents” to mention but a few. It appears three 


1 À. Jlyscanasnass : Monzos opco moss, (Mocksa, 1957). 

2 H.K. Hamuknn: Pycexo-Kasumuxu caosaps, (Mockea, 1964). 

! GJ. Ramstedt: Kalmückisches Wörterbuch, (Helsinki, 1935). 

* K.M. Hepemncop ` Bypam-moneosvcxo —pycckui caoeape, (Mocksa, 1951). 

5 A. de Smedt-—A. Mostaert: Dictionnaire monguor-frangais, (Pei-p'ing, 1933). 

* Antoine Mostaert: Dictionnaire ordos, (Peking, 1941). 

* Nikolaus Poppe: Khalkha-mongolische Grammatik, (Wiesbaden, 1951), p. 185. 

* Samuel E. Martin: Dagur Mongolian grammar, texts and lexicon, (Uralic and Altaic Series 4, 
Bloomington, 1961), p. 227. 

? Antoine Mostaert—Francis Woodman Cleaves: Les Lettres de 1289 et 1305 des ilkhan Arrun er 
Öljeitü à Philippe le Bel, (Harvard Yenching Institute, Scripta Mongolica I, Cambridge, Mass., 1962), 
p.94. The spelling in Classical Mongol is obviously sus-a. 

1 Francis Woodman Cleaves: “The Bodistw-a éari-a awatar-un tayilbur of 1312 by Cosgi Odsir,” 
BIAS. 17 (1954), 1-129, p. 68. 

Francis Woodman Cleaves: “The Sino-Mongolian inscription of 1335 in memory of Chang 
Ying-jui," HJAS. 13 (1950), 1-131, p. 91. 

2 Erich Haenisch: "Sino-mongolische Dokumente vom Ende des 14. Jahrhunderts," Abhandlun- 
gen der Deutschen Ak. d. Wiss. zu Berlin, Jahrgang 1950, Nr. 4 (Berlin 1952), p. 23. 
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times on the last page (13v) of the Mongol Alexander romance." It will be remembered 
that this rather confusedly written page, which contains a Turkic phrase, establishes a 
clear link with Turkic-speaking elements of the region. The manuscript, found in 
Turfan, contains also a Buddhist poem in Mongol in which the word fusa can again be 
found." 

Among the languages used in Eastern Turkestan, Mongol is not the only one to have 
fusa. The Turfan-Turkic texts have it in the form tusu. Most of the time it occurs 
in the compound asiy (or asar) tusu “profit, advantage." W. Bang and A. von Gabain® 
equated tusu with Mongol tusa and Yakut tusa. Kásrari, Ibn Muhanna and the Oghuz 
legend" have tusu, the Sino-Uighur vocabulary of the Ming ie H There is what I 
think a rather doubtful tusum reading (tusu + possessive -m) in the Runic inscription of 
Kyzyl Chira.* Kipchak Middle-Turkic does not seem to have known the word, nor 
can I find it in the modern dialects of Eastern Turkestan. The Yellow Uighurs of 
Kansu have tusa *uciezeuge"? but I am not entirely certain whether this meaning of 
“recovery, healing" does not rule out an equation. Malov did not think so, for he 
listed Khakass tuza “nonpaa” as a correspondence. The word is common in the Altai- 
Turkic languages. Radloff found tuza in Altai, Lebed, Shor, Sagai, Koibal and Ka- 
chinsk ; modern Oirot* has tuza, Tuvin? duza, and even the compound azik-duza "ang, 
yeHHe, 101b3a, BBiroAa." Radloff, who had no access to the Turfan-Turkic texts, 
felt the isolation of these Altai-Turkic forms within the Common-Turkic vocabulary 
and considered them Mongol loans. 

. For Yakut Bóhtlingk? and Pekarskij® list tusa which both of them equate with 
Mongol (and Manchu) fusa. John R. Krueger™ has tuha “use, profit, benefit.” This 
is probably a Buriat loan word. Neither fusa nor tuha is listed by Stanislav Kaluziñski® 
among the Mongol loan words of Yakut, but this is probably a simple omission. 


— ee IMOM 


18 I quote the latest edition, by Francis Woodman Cleaves: “An early Mongolian version of the 
Alexander Romance,” HJAS. 22 (1959), 1-99, p. 45. 

M Nikolaus Poppe: “Ein mongolisches Gedicht aus den Turfan-Funden,” Central Astatic Journal 
V (1964), 257-294, p. 264. 

16 “Türkische Turfan-Texte," SPAW, 1929, 241-268, p. 260. 

'* W, Bang—G. R. Rachmati: “Die Legende von Oghuz qaghan," SPAW, 1932, 683-724, p. 694. 

i? Louis Ligeti: “Un vocabulaire sino-ouigour des Ming," Acta Orientalia Hung, XIX (1966), 
117-199, 257-316, p. 270. 

8 CE. Manos: Exucedcxan nucemennocms miopkos, (Mockaa-Jlenunrpaz, 1952), p. 80. Impor- 
tant corrections by A.M. Lllep6ak : *'[lawaruukH pyuuseckoro HCbMa EHHCeÄcKkux NOPOK,” apod 
Asuu u Adpuku 1964, 4, 140-151, pp. 142-143. 

i C.E. Manos: Faux 2ceambsix yüzypos, c4oeapb u zpam mamuxa, (Anma-Ara, 1957). 

* H.A. Backaxog—T.M. Touakosa: | Offpomcko-pycckuit caosape, (Mockba, 1947). 

a A.A. [lan MO6ax : Tyeuucko-pycckuit caosape, (Mockea, 1955). 

2 Über die Sprache der Jakuten, (St. Petersburg 1851, reprint: Uralic and Altaic Series 35, Bloom- 
ington, 1964), p. 110. 

3 3.K. llekapckitu ` Cuosaps axymcxozo asana, IIH, (reprint: n. p. 1958). 

^ Yakut manual, (Indiana University Uralic and Altaic Series, 21, Bloomington, 1962), p. 266. 

!5 Mongolische Elemente in der jakutischen Sprache, (Warszawa, 1961). 
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The final vowel of tusa~~tusu raises a small problem. On the basis of Monguor 
length Poppe” postulates a long second vowel: *tusà. Gerhard Doerfer” contradicts. 
him on the strength of the Old-Turkic tusu and prefers to postulate an Old-Mongol 
*tuso. However it may be, tusu and tusa cannot be separated. 

The use of tusu is very much circumscribed in space as well as in time. The variant 
with a final -# occurs only in the so-called Uighur texts and in a very few Middle-Turkic 
documents. The use of the variant with a final -a is more widespread but still very 
much limited. Only the Altai-Turkic dialects and Yakut have it and these forms are 
universally regarded as borrowings from Mongol. In view of the great number of other 
Mongo! borrowings in these languages, this fact may be taken for granted. 

The word is known in Tunguz. Manchu has tusa and the Manchu-Mongol parallel: 
was noticed by Böhtlingk, Pekarskij and G.D. Sanzheev.” | G.M. Vasilevich” equates. 
Evenki tusaka and tusanan “tonk, cMBicA" With Manchu-Mongol tusa. E.I. Titov” 
listed tusanan and equated it with Manchu and Buriat forms. Even” has tuha “nonpsa.” 
The word does not seem to exist in Nanai and related dialects. 

From Turkic, Mongol and Tunguz dialects I have assembled a fair number of oc- 
currences of the word tusa~tusu. How should we interpret them? It would be 
tempting to declare rusa an Altaic word, yet I think that such a judgment would be 
very hasty indeed. Only in Mongol is the word omnipresent and well attested from 
the earliest texts to the contemporary dialects. In Turkic, however, with the possible 
exception of the few tusu forms, the word was clearly borrowed from Mongol. I think 
that a fairly wide geographical distribution is a prerequisite for a word to be considered 
Common-Turkic. This is not the case with zusu. Tbe absence of this word from the 
living languages of Eastern Turkestan, where its presence in early texts is so well: 
documented, would suggest a literary rather than a colloquial use. Moreover most: 
of the occurrences are in the compound asiy tusu. 

Compounds of this type are very common in Turfan-Turkic texts. A single concept 
is expressed by two synonyms: ev barq “house, building," ariy süzük “clean, pure,” 
etc. In most of these compounds only one element is Turkic, the other is a foreign 
loan word. In this category belong, among others, bay borlug “garden, vineyard" the 
first elements of which is Iranian; dd tavar,” in which the second element is a word of 
civilization; ton fuu '*dress, costume" in which the second element is Chinese FR fu.” 


# “The primary long vowels in Mongolian," JSFOu, 63, 2 (1962), p. 10. 

7 "Langvokale im Urmongolischen ?", JSFOu, 65, 4 (1964), p. 15. 

25 * MakWKyYPO-MOHTONLCKHE s3biKoBbie Napa.wienH”, 436. Ak. na yk 1930, 601-626, 673—708, p. 695.. 

3 Jeeukudcko-pycckuil caosaps, (Mocxsa, 1958). p. 405. 

9 TyneyccKo-pycckuii caosape, (Vipxyrcek, 1926), p. 148. 

?! BH. Usnunyc—Ji.Ji. Prec: Pyceko-58enckuü cAosapb, (Mockea, 1952). 

32 Denis Sinor, “Tayar~tavar~tovar~tdr~tara," in American Studies in Altaic Linguistics edited: 
by Nicholas Poppe. (Uralic and Altaic Series 13, 1962), pp. 229-235. 

3 Louis Ligeti: "Documents sino-ouigours du Bureau des Traducteurs,” Acta Orientalia Hung. 
XX (1967), 253—306, p. 271. 
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In asfy tusu, the first element is clearly Turkic, cf. e.g. Chuvash usa, and a perfunctory 
count of occurrences in Turfan-Turkic texts shows clearly that the standard word for 
“profit, advantage,” the one that is used in most cases alone, is asfy. I would tend to. 
view tusu as the foreign element in the compound asiy tusu. 

Let us now turn our attention to the Tunguz forms. As shown, these can be found 
only in languages in which there is evidence of strong Mongol influence: the northern. 
dialects and Manchu. I have no doubt that the aforementioned Tunguz forms must 
be added to the list of borrowings from Mongol. 

I think that this lexicographic case-study is a good illustration of the intricate process. 
that characterizes the spread of words in the Altaic world. If we project on a map the 
occurrences of the originally Mongol tusa, we have the outlines of a Kulturkreis, that. 
deserves further study. 


A Tonguz~ Uralic word for “arrow” 


Tunguz languages have a special word for a blunt arrow used for the hunting of birds. 
and of small fur-bearing animals. The arrowheads may differ in shape or in the material 
they are made of, but they are all blunt, unsharpened. They kill the small animal by 
the shock of the impact, without spoiling the fur with an unseemly hole or without 
damaging the plumage of the bird. Most of these arrowheads are wooden, but some 
are carved from horn. Many variants of blunt arrowheads are depicted in the classic 
study of Bruno Adler.” In a more recent, scholarly and well-documented study Käthe 
U. -Kóhalmi* widened the scope of enquiry to include the vocabulary pertaining to the 
use of arrows. She calls attention, among others, to a group of cognates in the Manchu, 
Evenki and Even languages. To her data I have added a few of my own collection: 
Manchu Juhu “a headless arrow with a dull point resembling a pestle-used for shoot- 
ing sitting birds and for target practice"*; Evenki luki "arrow" (in the literary 
language), "wooden arrow" (in a number of dialects); Even muki "arrow"; Oroch” 
luki “a wooden arrow used against birds"; Olcha” likka “Vogelpfeil mit stumpfer 
Spitze"; Nanaj® (Kur-Urmi dialect) Juki “arrow,” leke “aepesannas cTpe/la 6e3 na- 
KONe4HHKa (nrpyiuka)”; Orok lekke “arrow.” The word is known in virtually all 
the Tunguz languages and the variations in the initial /-~n- and in the vowels present 





a: ty 


MN “Der nordasiatische Pfeil," Internationales Archiv für Ethnographie, Supplement zu Band XV (1901). 

35 “Der Pfeil bei den innerasiatischen Reiternomaden und ihren Nachbarn," Acta Orientalia Hung. 
VI (1956), 109-161. 

* Definition taken from Jerry Norman: A Manchu-English dictionary, (Taipei, 1967). I am pleased 
to be able to call attention to the existence of this recent work which, although considerably smaller 
than Erich Hauer’s Handwörterbuch, contains some entries not to be found in any other western dic- 
tionary of Manchu. This does not apply to luhu listed by both Hauer and Gabelentz. 

3 P, Schmidt: “The language of the Oroches,” Acta Universitatis Latviensis X VII (1927), 17-62. 

38.Cited on p. 57 of Wilhelm Grube: Goldisch-deutsches Wörterverzeichniss, in Vol. MI of Leopold 
v. Schrenck, Reisen und Forschungen im Amur-Lande, (St. Petersburg, 1900). 

® O.F. Cyuug, Kyp-ypmuückul Ouasekm, (Jlenunrpaa, 1958), p. 181. 
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no problem.” 

I should like to call attention to the existence of a number of Uralic words which, 
to my mind, are the cognates of the aforementioned Tunguz forms. In Yenisei- 
Samoyede loku “Kiumppfeil,” in Yurak (Nenec), luk, lukky, luky, loky." T.Leb- 
tisalo defines the word *"Klumppfeil, stumpfer Pfeil (zum Schiessen von Eichhôrn- 
chen),"* N.M. Terescenko's definition" of loky mungg (mungg=arrow) is “ctpene c 
YTOAWEHHDIM KOHILOM, He npo6uparouias WeAH (Hanp. AAA OXOTH Ha Genor).” 

Y.H. Toivonen“ traced the same word in Ostiak, e.g. Jangk, langk “stumpfer Pfeil, 
ohne eiserne Spitze, für die Eichhórnchenjagd" and “Pfeil mit hölzerner Spitze (meist 
als Spielzeug). There are other Ostiak forms, and Matti Liimola* has shown the word 
to exist in Vogul: lax “Pfeil mit stumpfer Spitze für die Eichhörnchenjagd.” 

While the interrelatedness, nay identity, of the Tunguz and Uralic forms is undeniable, 
in this case—as in that of tusu, mentioned earlier in this article—I am not prepared to 
see in this correspondence a proof of the genetic relationship of Uralic and Altaic 
languages. Manchu /uhu and its cognates are omnipresent in Tunguz but only the 
Samoyede languages, Vogul and Ostiak know the word in the Uralic domain. P. 
Schmidt“ related Yukaghir loki! and Gilyak lux (“arrow”) to the Tunguz forms. The 
suggestion is tempting, but for lack of expertise I have nothing to add to it. No one 
else seems to have noticed this correspondence. 

There can be little doubt that /uku and its cognates here discussed are of Tunguz 
origin and that the forms to be found in the neighboring Uralic languages are bor- 
rowings. During the last two decades I have repeatedly called the attention to Tunguz 
and Uralic lexical correspondences.” Their number is legion and I hope to be able to 
devote an article to this topic in the not too distant future. The subject is one of 
importance from the linguistic as well as from the historical point of view. 


INDIANA UNIVERSITY, U.S. A. 


© Cf. B.H. Unnunye: Cpaenunmessnan fonemuxa myneyco-Maneimypcnux asuxoe, (Jlennurpaa, 
1949), p. 209, where the various forms are grouped. 

41 Cf. Y. H. Toivonen, “Beiträge zur Geschichte der finnisch-ugrischen /-Laute," Finnisch-Ugrische 
Forschungen XX (1929), 47-82, p. 52, 

48 Juraksamojedisches Wörterbuch, (Helsinki, 1956). 

* Heneuxo-pycckuñ caceaps, (Mocxsa, 1965). 

* loc. cit. 

# “Etymologische Bemerkungen," Finnisch-Ugrische Forschungen XXVIII (1944), 77-90, p. 85. 

# loc. cit. 

4 e.g. in a recent paper ““Geschichtliche Hypothesen und Sprachwissenschaft in der ungarischen, 
finnisch-ugrischen und uralischen Urgeschichtsforschung" read in June 1968 during the Martinus Foge- 
lius Hamburgensis Gedächtnis-Symposion held in Hamburg. The paper was published in Ural- 
Altaische Jahrbücher XL (1969), 276-284. 
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MONGOL AND TURKIC WORDS IN THE LATIN VERSIONS 
OF JOHN OF PLANO CARPINTS JOURNEY 
TO THE MONGOLS (1245 — 1247). 


BY 


DENIS SINOR (Indiana Univ.) 


It is a well-known fact that of the earliest sources of Mongol history the 
texts written in Latin have a particular importance. On early Mongol 
history and customs the travel accounts of John of Plano Carpini and Wil- 
liam of Rubruck, to mention only the two most important texts, contain 
a wealth of information not to be found elsewhere. It is also common know- 
ledge that a good number of foreign words — many of them undoubtedly 
Altaic — can be found embedded in these accounts. Some of these have re- 
peatedly attracted the interest of scholars dealing with the texts; others 
have received scant attention. No systematic study has been devoted to 
all of them. It is a fact that thenumerous translations of these travel accounts 
that have been made into a variety of languages contain many relevant 
remarks, but they seldom go beyond perfunctory identifications and are 
proposed mostly by scholars specializing in Latin rather than in Mongol or 
Turkic. In what follows I propose to give an enumeration of and a short 
commentary on all the Mongol and Turkic words — with the exclusion of 
personal names — which were noted down in the West as a result of John 
of Plano Carpini’s journey to the Mongols. 

It may not be superfluous to sum up briefly the textual evidence concern- 
ing John of Plano Carpini’s journey to the «Eastern nations» in 1245 — 
1247. 

Plano Carpini himself prepared two versions of his travel account, a 
shorter one which can be conventiently divided into eight chapters, and a 
longer one to which a ninth chapter was added. The best critical edition 
of Plano Carpini’s own text — that made by Anastasius van den Wyngaert! 
— is based on six manuscripts of the shorter and two of the longer versions. 
The editor quite rightly discarded two later manuscripts known to him and 
was unable to find a manuscript once kept in Tournai but apparently lost. 
He was also unable to use a manuscript of the shorter version kept in the 
Bibliothéque de Luxembourg.? It is certain that other Carpini manuscripts 


! In Sinica Franciscana, I (Quaracchi-Firenze 1929), pp. 1—130. 
2 Denis Sinor, John of Plano Carpinis return from the Mongols. New light from a 
Luxemburg manuscript: JRAS, 1967, pp. 193—206. 


have survived but without their detailed examination it cannot be said 
whether they are reliable and, if so, whether they contain any new material. 

A short travel account by Carpini’s travel companion Benedictus Polonus 
(Benedict the Pole) known in a number of manuscripts and edited by Wyn- 
gaert,* with remarks incorporated in the chronicle of Friar Salimbene, a 
personal acquaintance of Carpini, sheds additional light on the latter’s 
journey. Carpini himself quotes anumber of witnesses he met at some stage or 
another of his travel but, unfortunately,no written records by the hand of ont 
of these men are extant. It is a debatable point whether the relevant mate- 
rial incorporated in the Speculum Historiale of Vincent of Beauvais can be 
considered independent evidence, or whether it is à compilation based on 
the accounts of Plano Carpini and Simon of Saint-Quentin. The original of 
the latter's narrative has not come down to us. 

In 1965 à new, important document was published.* To all appearance 
it represents an independent version of Plano Carpini's journey, written 
by an otherwise unknown Franciscan friar named C. de Bridia and finished 
on 30 July 1247. The text of this account, now generally referred to as the 
«Tartar Relation» (henceforth: TR), contains large parts which agree ver- 
batim with Carpini's own accounts and it is generally thought, with the 
notable exception of those scholars who doubt the authenticity of the 
document, that the TR’s principal source was the description of the Mongols 
given by Benedict the Pole. In Painter's words (p. 42) «we may identify 
TR as representing the hitherto missing portion of Benedict's own complete 
record of the mission». The original manuscript of the TR is lost. The onc 
that was discovered, is a copy made around 1440 by an unknown scribe 


3 The 15th century manuscript Cod. Guelf. Weissenburg 41 of the Herzog August 
Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel contains on 236v—254 v a Plano Carpini text which may 
be interesting. It is described on pp. 161—165 of Hans Butzmann, Die Werissenburger 
Handschriften. Neu beschrieben. [Kataloge der Herzog August Bibliothek Wolfenbüttel. 
Die Neue Reihe. Band 10], Frankfurt am Main 1964. — A short visit to the library 
in the summer of 1968 did not permit a thorough investigation of the contents of this 
manuscript which I found difficult to read. I should like to express my gratitude to 
Dr. Butzmann and to his staff for the gracious welcome accorde to me. 

* Op. cit. pp. 131—143. 

5 The text of Simon of Saint-Quentin has now been pieced together by Jean Richard, 
Simon de Saint-Quentin. Histoire des Tartares [Documents relatifs à l’histoire des Croisa- 
des publiés par l'Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, VITI}, Paris 1965. Tt is to 
be hoped that Professor Richard will give us a translation of this important text. 

$ In R. A. Skelton, Thomas E. Marston and George D. Painter, The Vinland Map 
and the Tartar Relation, (Yale University Press 1965). 
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and incorporated into a manuscript of Vincent of Beauvais’ Speculum 
Historiale. Unfortunately, one feels tempted to say, the text of the TR is 
accompanied by a map which apparently includes the earliest known carto- 
graphic representation of both America and Japan. Such an early appear- 
ance of a map of America has caused a considerable sensation and, accom- 
panied as it was with a fanfare of publicity, it has helped to create a fair- 
ground atmosphere not conducive to the sober scholarly assessment of the 
real value of the document. A certain haste to publish an edition of the two 
documents (the TR and the so-called Vinland Map) as soon as possible may 
account for the fact that this magnificent volume has more than its due 
share of imperfections. These affect not only the commentaries which can 
never be perfect, as is in the nature of things, but also the edition of the 
Latin text which, within two years of its publication, was superseded by a 
new and little known critical edition by Alf Önnerfors.” George D. Painter, 
the first editor of the text, has not only misread some passages, but has 
also mistranslated others. Corrections have been proposed by Alf Onner- 
fors,® Jean Richard? and possibly others not known to me. The study of the 
TR and the Vinland Map touches upon so many fields of research that it is 
virtually impossible to keep track of all the commentaries made. 

To make things worse the very authenticity of the Vinland Map has been 
contested by a number of scholars. We cannot enter the controversy which 
has little to do with the topic of the present article. But it is quite clear 
that even if the Vinland Map is a counterfeit this fact alone does not neces- 
sarily cast doubt on the authenticity of the TR. Onnerfors, who examined 
the TR from the point of view and the knowledge of a medievalist, found 
the edition of the text weak, but saw no reason to doubt the genuineness 
of the text itself. Quite frankly, whilst one could find reasons for fabricating 
a pre-Columbian map of America, one would be hard put to pinpoint the 


* Hystoria Tartarorum C. de Bridia Monachi, Kleine Texte für Vorlesungen und 
Übungen, 186 (Berlin 1967). 

5 Textkritische und sprachliche Bemerkungen zur  «Hystoria Tartarorum» des C. de 
Bridia: Mittellateinisches Jahrbuch, LIT (1966), pp. 228—246. 

? In his review of the Vinland Map in Bibliothèque de l'École des Chartes CXXV, 2 
(1967), pp. 242—245. As this review may possibly escape the notice of specialists 
working in the Central Asian field, it may be uscful to call attention to an important 
correction made by Richard to the translation of the text. What Painter translated 
as (TR 20) «Jochi Khan conquered first the country called Terkemen, secondly the 
Bisermins...» should read: «... conquered the country called Terkemen by the 
Bisermins». 
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reason that might prompt someone to fabricate the TR. To my knowledge 
only Nicholas Poppe!’ has raised doubt as to the authenticity of this text 
which, according to him «cannot be older than the XVII century». As he 
bases his arguments on the form of some of the Mongol words embedded 
in the text, my own attitude towards this opinion will appear in what fol- 
lows, a complete examination of all the Mongol and Turkic words to be 
found in Plano Carpini’s own account and in the TR. 


Se 


buri(th) «wolf». Tr 19 «burith dicitur lupus». 

The word occurs in a passage which is an extended version of Plano Car- 
pini V. 14 where, just as in the TR, the name Burithebet or its variants 
appear. 

According to Painter «Buri means wolf in Turkish». The identification 
is basically correct. However, the Turkic word which is obviously meant 
here has always got an 6 in the first syllable, e.g. börü, bóri. In the Latin 
transcription burith would stand for *bürit. Painter’s translation of the 
relevant passage reads as follows: «On their way home from this country 
the Tartars conquered the country known as Burithebet. Burith means 
wolf, and this name suits the natives well, since it is their customs when 
their father dies to collect the whole family and eat his body like ravening 
wolves.» The passages in ifalics are those which, as Painter has noted, do 
not occur in Plano Carpini's text. 

I would suggest that we are faced here with a popular etymology omitted 
or not known by Carpini, originating with someone, either Western or 
native, but obviously knowing a Turkic language. It is a typically pejorative 
etymology of the type which derives the name Tartar from the Tartarus.” 
The final -th can only be explaincd as a misunderstanding introduced in the 
written form of this etymology. Someone, either C. de Bridia himself or a 


10 On some Mongolian words in the «Tartar Relation»: JS FOw 68, 3, 14 pp. 

!! The words are listed in alphabetic order. All proper names and titles are excluded 
unless an explanation of the meaning of the word is given either by Carpini or by the 
TR. References are kept on a near-minimal level, sufficient to identify the word. No 
attempt is made to list all the cognates of the words occurring in the texts. 

Numbers given after TR (e.g. TR 19) refer to the paragraphs as they appear in the 
edition of the TR. Chapters and paragraphs of the Carpini and Rubruck texts refer 
to the Wyngaert edition. When Onnerfors is cited without any further reference, his 
edition of the text is meant (cf. footnote 7). 

1? E g. the locus classicus in the chronicle of Matthew Paris. 
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copyist, divided the name Burithebet into Burith|ebet, which is blatant non- 
sense, instead of Buri-thebet which makes excellent: sense. Then, to make the 
etymology even more convincing, the Turkic bóri, which in the Latin text 
should have been bori, became buri. 

As we shall see presently, this is neither the only Turkic word embedded 
in the TR, nor the only popular etymology proposed in it. 

col(on)y «foot». TR 21 «Postremo venerunt ad eos qui vocantur Ucorco- 
lon. Ucor tartarice latine dicitur bos colon pedes quasi bovis pedes». 

It should be noted that the text has Vrcolon, but there can be no doubt 
that this stands for Ucorcolon. Painter reads boves pedis whereas Onnerfors, 
here followed, reads bovis pedes. The emendation proposed by Onner- 
fors complements Poppe's excellent observation (op. cit. p. 9), that Painter's 
reading, meaning «oxen of the foot», makes no sense in Latin. 

In colon Painter correctly recognized the Mongol word köl «foot» which, 
however, he misspelled kol. Poppe agrees with this interpretation and sees 
in the final -on the Mongol genitive suffix, so that wcorcolon would reallv 
stand for «the (land) of the Ox-feet», with the Mongol word for land — 
e.g. gajar, which should have followed ucorcolon — being omitted in the 
text. Àn alternative explanation would be to see in the final -on the Mongol 
plural suffix -». Semantically the solution would be perfect — «Ox-feet». 
The difficulty lies in the fact that in the Mongol language of the 13th 
century the use of the plural -n was rather narrowly circumscribed and I 
know of no other instance when a noun of this type would take it. The 
transcription col for köl is as accurate as can be expected. (Cf. also s.v. ucor.) 

coni «sheep». TR 20 «Coniuzzu id est ovium aqua, coni enim tartarice 
oves dieuntur latine, uzzu vero aqua». This is the text as emended by Pain- 
ter. The manuscript actuallv reads (4v) «cani enim grece tartarice oves 
dicuntur uzzum vero aqua». 

Painter and Poppe (op. cit. p. 7) agree that coni stands for Common 
Mongol goni «sheep». — On the name Coniuzzu see below, s.v. uzzum. 

irgen «people». TR 13 «Narayrgen, id est homines solis, Nara enim tarta- 
rice sol dicitur latine Irgen homines». 

The identification as noted by Painter is correct. This is Common Mongol 
irgen «people». For Narayrgen see below, s.v. nara. 

kadzar «land». TR 18 «pervenerunt ad terram canum que appellatur tar- 
tarice Nochoy Kadzar... kadzar vero tartarice terra dicitur latine». 

Painter equated the word with the Written Mongol yajar, but it is more 
accurate both linguistically and historically, to see here a rendering of the 
Middle Mongol gajar «land». Poppe (op. cit. p. 11 —12) reaches the, in my 
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view, somewhat hasty conclusion that «the form kadzar cannot possibly 
have been communicated by Plano Carpini, Benedict or anyone who lived 
before the XVI century.» He bases this opinion on the belief that a «Middle 
Mongolian gajar would have been rendered, in a crude transcription, as 
kadschar, cadjar (kadjar) or cajar (kajar).» I think that this is going a little 
too far on rather flimsy evidence. If we are thinking of how 7 could have been 
rendered in a Latin text of the 13th century, we might as well look into how 
it actually was rendered. The difficulty lies partly in the relative rarity of 
Mongol words with a 7 noted down in Latin texts. However, there are à 
few, and the confused picture they give does not accord with what Poppe 
suggests. The name of Baiju for instance appears in Latin texts written 
with ch (e.g. Baachu, Bachon) or even in the form Baiotnoy (!!), and the 
standard form of the name Jöči is Tosuc (!!). Clearly, the notation of the 
sound we transcribe as f, but which we have never heard ourselves, caused 
some difficulty to 13th century travellers. By their standards, and measured 
with the standards proper to contemporary texts, kadzar seems a remarkably 
accurate rendering of qajar. 

kara «black». TR 7 «Karakitais vel Nigri Kitais kara enim tartarice 
latine nigrum dicitur». Carpini V. 5 «Karakitai id est nigri Kitai». — Also 
in Rubruck XVIT, 1 «Cara idem est quod nigrum, Catai nomen gentis, 
unde Caracatai idem est quod niger Catai». 

The identification presents no problems whatsoever. This is the Turco- 
Mongol word. gara «black». 

nura «sun» Tr 13 «Narayrgen, id est homines solis, Nara enim tartarice 
sol dicitur latine Irgen homines». 

Clearly identifiable: Common Mongol nara(n) «sun», well attested in the 
13th century. One would expect to find a final -n, but with the general 
instability of this consonant in Mongol, I would not attach any importance 
to its absence here. When it comes to the phonetic accuracy of these trans- 
criptions one should not be too exacting. 

Although the aim of this article is to collect and to interpret the Turkic 
and Mongol words lodged in the TR and in Carpini’s account, I feel that is it 
quite impossible not to make a few additional remarks on the term Narair- 
gen in which we can see the first western mention of Japan. To the best of 
mv knowledge this identification was first proposed, without any elabora- 
tion, by B. B. Szczesniak, but the need for a fuller treatment is evident. 
The following few remarks may constitute a step forward in this direction. 


13 Notes and remarks on the discovered Tartar Relation and the V inland Map: J AOS, 
86 (1966), pp. 373—376, p. 376. 
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As is well known, Chapter V of Carpini’s account — and now the corres- 
ponding parts of the TR — contains much interesting material about fab- 
ulous peoples, monsters and their like. In describing the progress of Chingis’ 
armies eastward the text relates how, at the easternmost point of this 
advance, they reached a country the inhabitants of which lived under- 
ground to protect themselves from the noise of the rising sun. The account 
is not only fabulous, it is also confused. TR 13 and 14 give a much more 
elaborate version of this passage and seem to clear some of the confusion. 
We are told of a woman, originating from the country where the sun rises, 
who was made a prisoner by the Mongols and stayed with them. She «asser- 
ted without a shadow of doubt that the aforesaid country is situated at the 
very end of the world, and beyond it no land can be found but the ocean 
sea. Wherefore, owing to the excessive proximity of the sun when it rises 
above the sea at the noment of sunrise, a crashing and roaring of such nature 
and magnitude is heard there... that no one dares to live in the open 
air ...». As we have just seen, the inhabitants of that country are referred 
to in the TR as Narairgen «homines solis» i.e. «the people of the sun», the 
«sun people». 

Let us now say a few words about the map attached to the TR, the 
authenticity of which has been challenged. Beyond sensationalism, there 
is no reason to call the Vinland Map by this name. It is a mappa mundi, 
a map of the tripartite world, Europe, Africa and Asia, with, in the north- 
west corner, the island which may represent America. Of the value of this 
indication I shall not speak. From our point of view the easternmost part 
of the map is more interesting. It shows a Magnum mare Tartarorum, east 
of Asia, with several large islands clearly marked. This Great Sea of the 
Tartars has no known cartographic precedent and, as for the islands, I 
would agree with M. Skelton’s opinion: «We have the choice between sup- 
posing them a figment of the cartographer’s mind or admitting the possi- 
bility that he drew them from more precise information about the islands 
to the east — perhaps Korea, perhaps the larger Japanese islands, whose 
outline indeed the delineation of the Vinland Map strongly recalls.» 


M Tt is regrettable that the most readable and probably most read English trans- 
lation of Plano Carpini’s account, as printed in The Mongol Mission, edited by Chris- 
topher Dawson (London— New York 1955) and in the more recent paperback cdition 
entitled Mission to Asia, (Harper Torchbook 1966) should have «westwards» instead 
of the correct «eastwards» rendering of the original ad orientem. 

5 The Vinland Map... p. 152. 
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The legend written over the Great Sea of the Tartars says that «The 
Tartars affirm beyond doubt that a new land is situated in the outermost 
part of the world and beyond it no land is found but only the ocean sea». 
This legend reproduces almost verbatim a passage of the TR but twists 
the meaning of the original by speaking of a «new land» (nova terra) instead 
of the «a forementioned land» (dicta terra). The change puzzled Mr. Skelton!* 
and even more the anonymous reviewer of the (London) Times Literary 
Supplement.” The nova terra has a ring that recalls the era of discoveries 
rather than the 13th century. But we must not go any further here in the 
investigation of the vexed question of the map’s authenticity. One thing 
does remain clear however: if the map is genuine then it gives the earliest 
known cartographic representation of Japan. 

The name Jih-pen kuo R SR «country of the source of the sun» was used 
by the Japanese since the 7th century. The Chinese used different names, 
but Jih-pen was known in the T’ang period and the Hsin T’ang-shu 
records that «the name of Jih-pen originated from the fact that the 
country was near the place where the sun rose».!? In the 13th century, the 
name and its meaning was well known in East and Inner Asia. Marco Polo 
knew it in the form of Cipingu as an «island to the sunrising», and so did 
the Persian historian Rashid ed-Din.?° 

The Mongol nara irgen «sun people» is as good a calque of Jih-pen kuo 
as can be wished for. But did it actually exist * I know of no ancient Mongol 
text in which this or any other name of Japan is mentioned. Modern Mongol 
dialects have Yapon or its variants and no dictionary I know of lists anv 
other name for Japan. However, when I asked my colleague Professor John 
Gombojab Hangin what, if any, other Mongol name of Japan was known 
to him, he immediately produced naran uls «the sun country», obliginglv 
explaining that this was an obvious calque of the Sino-Japanese name. 

The TR preserved the carliest Mongol name of Japan and, what is more 
important, it is the firs& Western text to mention Japan, preceding Marco 
Polo by a few decades. This fact seems to lend support to the theory that the 
easternmost island of the map accompanying the TR really does in fact 


The Vinland Map... p. 130. 

17 November 25, 1965. 

18 Noted also by Painter, The Vinlund Map... p. 245, n. 3. 

19 K. Enoki, Marco Polo and Japan, in Oriente Poliano. Studi e conferenze tenute 
all Is. M .E.O. in occasione del VII centenario della nascita di Marco Polo (1254— 1951), 
Roma 1957, pp. 23—44, p. 41. 

20 Paul Pelliot, Notes on Marco Polo, Y, 1959, p. 608. 
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represent Japan and that, hence, the map is not a fake. However, the genu- 
ineness of the TR and the Vinland Map arc not linked together indisso- 
lubly, and if the latter turns out to be a late fabrication, the TR should not 
be condemned as guilty merely because of association. Even if we disregard 
the evidence given by the map, the identification of the TR’s narayrgen 
with Japan is virtually certain. I think it is fascinating to find that the 
earliest mention in Europe of Japan should be that country’s Mongol name 
embedded in a Latin text. 

nochoy «dog» TR 18 «pervenerunt ad terram canum que apellatur tar- 
tarice Nochoy Kadzar. Nochoy enim tartarice canis dicitur latine», TR 21 
«dieuntur Nochoyterim Nochoy canis terim caput dieitur». 

Painter’s identification of nogai «dog» with literary Mongol is certainly 
justified. Poppe (op. cit. pp. 10 —11) agrees but argues that nochoy is a 
modern Mongol form which «could not possibly have been transmitted by 
Plano Carpini or his companion, Benedict». I could not disagree more with 
this statement. Poppe’s argument follows two lines. Poppe himself considers 
his first objection, namely that in Middle Mongol one would expect an ay 
rather than an oy diphthong in this word to be inconclusive. He is more 
adamant on the second issue, namely. that in Middle Mongol the word had 
a medial voiceless velar stop (g) instead of the fricative x which the ch of the 
text would suggest. He quotes the words can, coni, kara in the TR to sub- 
stantiate the argument. 

First of all we must consider that in the instances quoted the consonant 
is in an initial and not in an intervocalic position. Secondly — and in general 
terms — let us not be too hard on the 13th century field-worker who first 
made these phonetic notations, or on the scribes who copied them. It is 
salutary to remind the reader that in all four instances in which the word 
occurs, the TR manuscript has in fact nothoy, and that the nochoy forms are 
but emendations. Finally let us cast our net wider and see whether this 
intervocalic fricative x was really unknown in Middle Mongol and the no- 
tation q cited by Poppe, of which I do not dispute the accuracy, exclusively 
used in the word for «dog». The matter can be checked quite easily as, 
strange as it may seem to us, «dog» was one of the Mongols’ favourite 
personal names, attested from a variety of sources, dozens of times. 

As the real point in question is not whether the Mongol word for «dog» 
was pronounced noqat or norai, but whether it could be spelled in a Latin 
text of the 13th century with any other letter but c or E, I shall put forward 
my own argument first. In a letter dated April 10, 1287 and written by the 
Franciscan Ladizlaus, custos of Ghazaria, mention is made of two Mongol 
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princes, Thelebuga and Nohay. If Fr. Ladislaus used À in Nohay in 1287, 
we should not look askance at C.de Bridia for spelling Nochoy with ch 
forty years earlier. 

From our present point of view it is of secondary importance whether 
the medial consonant was really a stop or a fricative and I have some doubts 
as to its exact articulation. The name Noqai appears scores of times in 
Chinese sources of the Mongol period and it is written most of the time as 
Bt No-hai. It can be argued that hai was a character convenient to use 
for the notation of qa? but the argument can also be reversed: surely hat 
is no proof of the word being pronounced with an explosive! Again, the 
Armenian spellings as nuxa in Grigor of Akane’ or noxay in Kirakos of 
Gandzak? are in themselves no proofs against an aspirated pronunciation 
of the intervocalic consonant in nogai. 

So here our case must rest, with the conclusion that the nochoy spelling 
of the TR in no ways impairs the general credibility of the text. 

orda «dwelling (house, tent) of the members of the imperial family». 
TR 38 «Stationes can et principum ordea Tartarice appellantur». Carpini 
I.5 «Unde cum essemus ante ordam, sic stationes apud eos Imperatoris 
et principum appellantur», IX, 11 «duxerunt nos ad ordam sive ad tento- 
rium ipsius». 

There is no reason to translate using Painters’ «stations» for orda. The 
texts are quite clear. Orda is a house (domus) or a tent (tentorium). 

The ordea form of the TR is certainly erroneus. The correct form is given 
by Carpini and we have here, as suggested also by Painter, the Coman word 
orda, translated in the Codex Cumanicus as «curiay.24 — It is not relevant 
to our purpose to examine here the complicated history of this word. 

su «water». TR 3 «denominatur Zumoal, id est Aquatici Mongali, zu 
enim Tartarice aqua dicitur». Carpini V. 2 «Sumongal id est aquatici Mon- 
gali vocabantur». Also in Rubruck XXIX, 5 «erant populi qui dicuntur 
Su-Moal, hoc est Moal aquarum, su enim idem est quod aqua». 


St Girolamo Golubovich, Biblioteca Bio- Bibliografica della Terra Santa e dell Oriente 
Franeiscano, II, Quaracchi-Firenze 1913, p. 444. 

2 Francis Woodman Cleaves, The Mongolian names and terms in the History of the 
Nations of the Archers by Grigor of Akanc: HJ AS. XII, (1949), pp. 400 —443, p. 424. 

23 Le lexique mongol de Kirakos de Gandzak: Acta Orient. Hung. XVIII, (1965), pp. 
241—297, p. 282. 

24 The Coman references in this article are all taken from K. Grønbech, Komanisches 
Wörterbuch, Kopenhagen 1942. 
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It has long since been recognized that this is Common Turkic su «water». 
This form, without the final -b or -v as in earlier texts, is attested e.g. in the 
Leiden glossary.” 

tartar «pulling, he who pulls». TR 3 «Tata enim latine trahere tartar 
trahens dieitur». 

The manuscript has grece (with deletion dots) instead of the expected 
*latine, a mistake noted already either by the copyist himself or by one of 
the early readers of the manuscript. The short statement follows a longer 
one, present also in Carpini, in which the name Tartar (sic !) is derived from 
the name of the river Tatar (sic !). If we consider, as we should, the short- 
comings of the manuscript which are especially emphasised here by the 
irrelevant introduction of the word grece, the facts emerge quite clearly: 
we have here a Turkic popular etymology of the name Tartar. It is parti- 
cularly satisfying to note that, as popular etymologies go, this one makes 
sense. 

There is a well-known Common Turkic verb tart- «to pull», or in Latin: 
«trahere», and (a)r is a much used participal form. Because of the ambiguity 
of the English -ing ending, the English translation given above is by far 
not as clear as is the Latin trahens which is indeed a most accurate render- 
ing of a Turkic tartar. The word tart- is well attested in Old and Middle Turk- 
ic, including Coman, and quite a few of the occurrences have the parti- 
ciple in -ar. 

The confusion in the presentation of this etymology, as it appears in the 
TR, is due either to the scribe or to C. de Bridia’s western informant. While 
the etymology itself is obviously unwarranted, we have here another clear 
case, as e.g. in Burithebet, of an attempt at etymologizing. This is not the 
place to survey the various contemporary etymologies of the name of the 
Tatars, but it is fitting to recall that there are several of them. The etymo- 
logy proposed by the TR has only slightly more absolute value than that 
noted by Grigor of Akanc’, according to whom the name tatar means «sharp 
and swift».?6 

terun «head». TR 21«vel dicuntur Nochoyterim Nochoy canis terim caput 
dicitur, id est canis caput, Latine vero dicuntur canina capita». 

Painter and Onnerfors both read terim (see above s.v. nochoy). The first 
occurrence has plene writing thus: (nofhoy)terim; or (nothoy)terun. In the 
second occurrence the word is abbreviated thus: tef. The unknown copyist 


235 M. Th. Houtsma, Ein türkisch-urubisches Glossar, Leiden 1894, p. 82. 
26 Cleaves, op. ct., p. 428. 
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of the TR was not sequential in his use of the dot over the z. In the above- 
quoted sentence he used it only twice, in the contested form *terim or terun 
and in canina. In the second word the use of the dot obviously commends 
itself as without it the reader would be faced with five downstrokes which 
he could read mu, um or nin. I suggest that in writing down the Mongoi 
word for dog, a word he did not know, the copyist or one of his precursors 
used the dot to help the reader to decide whether the ending of the word was 
un, nu mt or im. With four downstrokes all these readings were perfectly 
possible. The writing £e? could stand for terun which to my mind is the cor- 
rect form and is in fact identical with the Mongol word it transcribes.? 
It is for the same reason that in the same sentence we emend nothoy to read 
nochoy. 

The Mongol forms were examined by Poppe (op. cit. p. 11) who identified 
them with Middle Mongol teri’ün or terün. The terun form proposed by me 
would be an exact reproduction in Latin script of the shorter Middle Mongol 
word. Again, the Armenian transcription tiron of Kirakos of Gandzak?$ 
brings confirmation. According to Ligeti it stands for Mongol *teriin. 

tümen «10,000»/tuman «darkness». TR 41 «decamillenarios id est decem 
milia sub uno quod Ruteni solent tumbas appellare». Carpini IV, 2 «decem 
vero millenariis preponetur unus, ct ille numerus vocatur tenebre apud 
eos». Also in Rubruck XXIX, 49 «Tuman est numerus continens decem 
milia». 

The only clear statement comes from Rubruck. This is why I had to 
bring him here into the picture. Morcover, his statement is correct. There is 
a Common Mongol word tümen «10.000», known also in most Turkic lan- 
guages, including Coman. In fact, as the word appears already in the 
Orkhon inscriptions, i.e. about five hundred years prior to its appearance 
in'any Mongol text, and as it is attested also in Tunguz, we might as well 
consider it an Altaic word. As the word exists also in Russian, Tema «10,000» 
the TR’s statement is correct insofar as semantics go. Only the corrupt 
tumbas is in need of emendation. Painter suggests that TR tumbas should 
probably be emended to £enebras, a distinct possibility, with no semantic 
difficulties. His other etymological remarks may safely be disregarded. As 
he refuses to use diacritical marks, he does not even distinguish between 
tümen and tuman, pardonable if done by C. de Bridia, but less commendable 
in the 20th century. 


77 terium in Poppe op.cit., p. 11 is probably a printing error, and so is teriun a few 
lines further down unless it is a slip of the pen. 
28 Ligeti, one, pp. 274- -275. 
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I have quc.ed Carpini’s text as an indirect evidence of his familiarity 
with another word meaning, according to him «darkness». As the Russian 
word TrbMa has the double meaning of «darkness» and «10,000», a number 
of Plano Carpini's modern commentators have explained this passage in 
Carpini’s text with a reference to the ambiguity of the Russian word. 
This is a perfectly plausible explanation, but there might be another, 
equally possible. 

It is not strictly relevant to our purpose, though probably apposite, to 
mention that a confusion is also possible within the Altaic vocabulary. 
Middle Turkic (e.g. Käëyari, Coman) has tuman «fog», represented also in 
a great number of living dialects ranging from the Chuvash taman to the 
Yakut tuman. The history of these words is extremely complex and pro- 
bably we will never be able to disentangle all the relevant questions. These 
involve not only Altaic but also Iranian and Slavic linguistics and, as scho- 
lars working in one field usually do not read what scholars working in 
another write, there seems to be little hope of bringing together conflicting 
or parallel views. In his monumental work Gerhard Doerfer?? has endeavour- 
ed to group much of the relevant material. He has not fully considered all the 
Turkic forms, some of which were rather perfunctorily listed by Iskhakov.?® 

I would like to assign to this file a series of Tunguz forms, ranging from the 
Juchen tamagi < *tanma-gi to the Manchu talman, with most of the forms 
-being of the type tamna.*! The meaning is always «fog, mist». Not without 
some caution, and provisionally, I would relate to this group some Finno- 
Ugrie words, exemplified by the Finnish sumu «fog». I have some mate- 
fial to substantiate an Altaic t- ~ Finno-Ugric s- correspondence, but an 
examination of the whole question must wait until some future date. 

ucor «ox». TR 21 «ucor tartarice latine dicitur bos». The word undoubtedly 
represents the Common Mongol üker «ox» and was examined in this context 
by Poppe (op. cit. pp. 8—9). With 6 and à missing in Latin, the text gives 
as exact a transcription as possible in the circumstances given. 

uszum «water». TR 20 «Coniuzzu id est ovidum aqua, coni enim tartarice 
oves dieuntur latine, uzzu vero aqua». — On coni see above. 

79 Türkische und mongolische Elemente im Neupersischen, II, Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften und der Literatur, Verôffentlichungen der Orientalischen Kommission XIX, 
Wiesbaden 1965, pp. 567— 568. 

30 Op CDaBHHTEzIhHOTO CHOBAPA COBPEMEHHEIX TIOpKCKHX A3BIKOB, in Hccrezosanun 
NO CPaBHHTENBHON TPAMMATHKC TIOPKCKHX A3BIKOB, edited by N. K. Dmitriev and N. 
A. Baskakov, vol. IV, Moscow 1962, p. 60. 


31 Louis Ligeti, Les inscriptions djurtchen de Tyr: Acta Orient. Hung. XII, (1961), 
pp. 5—25, p. 11, where further Tunguz forms and references are given. 
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Coniuzzu and uzzu are both emendations introduced by Painter who, as 
appears from his footnotes, read coniaxzu and uzzum quite correctly. The 
coniaxzu of the manuscript cannot easily be dismissed, and if it is erroneous 
this is certainly not due to negligence by the copyist. He first wrote coniz, 
or to be more exact comx, without the dot. At this point he noticed that he 
had inadvertently omitted an a, crossed out the unfinished word and cop- 
ied coniaxzu, this time putting the dot over the :. 

The identification of uzzu with the Common Mongol usu(n) was made by 
Painter, and Poppe (op. cit. pp. 7 —8) added some important commentaries. 
He pointed out that one would expect usun rather than usu in a text dating 
from the middle of the 13th century, but then one would also expect an -n 
at the end of coni in the compound coniuzzu. Poppe accepted Painter’s 
emendation uzzu as the basis of his argument and it escaped his notice that 
the manuscript itself has (4v) very clearly uzzwm. We thus have a nasal at 
the end of the word and we know that -m very often stands for -n in this 
type of notation. Thus the title gan is often transcribed with a final -m 
in Latin texts.? Painter made the emendation of wzzwm into uzzu to fit 
the second part of Coniuzzu which, in its turn, is an emendation proposed 
to make the word consonant with Mongol wsu(n) «water». I feel quite cer- 
tain that we are faced here with an wzzwm rendering of the regular Middle 
Mongol usun. 

Now let us return to coniaxzu. Were it not followed by C. de Bridia’s 
etymology, axzu would be read without any hesitation as ag su «white 
water’, a river name very frequent everywhere in the Turkic world.?? Zu 
(see 8.v.su) occurs also elsewhere in the TR and ax is a perfect transcription 
of the Common Turkic ag «white». But, if so, how can one explain the Mon- 
gol cont at the beginning of the name? Are we faced here with a Turco-- 
Mongol «macaroni» name? I hardly think so. The Common Turkic word for 
sheep is goy, attested also in Coman. Its Genitive is goy + vowel + n and 
if we were to slightly move the dot in coniaxzu to the left we would have a 
*coinaxzu which then would be a near-perfect rendering of a Turkic goyun 
and a perfect rendering of a Turkic goyin Genitive, embedded in a Turkic 
Qoyun (or goyin) aq su «the white water of the sheep». It is understood that 
such an etymology cannot be proven. Yet one could say that there is a 


32 E.g. the forms Cingiscam, Cingischam, Chingischam used by Simon of St. Quen- 
tin. See Jean Richard, op.cit., passim. 

33 D. M, Farquhar, G. Jarring, E. Norin, Sven Hedin Central Asia Atlas. Memoir 
on maps, vol. II, Index of Geographical names, [The Sino-Swedish Expedition, publi- 
cation No. 49], Stockholm 1967, p. 13 lists ten of these. 
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greater a priori likelihood of a Turkic rather than a Mongol river name 
appearing in the territory of Comania. There are other Turkic words regis- 
tered in the TR and there are several other attempts at popular et ymologiz- 
ing. No definite explanation of coniaxzu can be given. The first to attempt 
an etymology was, as far as we know, C. de Bridia himself. 

*yul «great». TR 47 «fuissent nuncii magni pape quem vocant Tatari 
yul boba id est magnus papa». 

The manuscript is quite clear and so is the meaning of the sentence. 
Although the usual Mongol term for the pope was bab, there can be no 
doubt that boba has the same meaning here. The difficulty lies with yul. 
According to Painter «Yul boba in fact represents the Turkish Ulugh baba». 
This statement then implies that a very clearly written yul stands for uluy. 
The latter word never occurs with initial y- and neither in Turkic nor in 
Mongol do I know of a word yul meaning «great». There is a Turkic root 
yul- «to save, to redeem», well attested in Coman, but I would hesitate to 
connect this with the above-mentioned passage. I think the solution must 
wait until either we know more ahout the pope’s names among the peoples 
of Inner Asia in the 13th century, or until a new meaning of Turkic yul 
turns up somewhere in a text. The equation with uluy, based on the identity 
of two letters out of a possible five, seems to me too fragile to be convincing. 

* 

We have reached the end of this survey which extended over eighteen 
words. Of these the following are purely Mongol: köl «foot», qoni «sheep», 
irgen «people», gajar «land», nara «sun», nogai «dog», terün «head», Aker 
«ox», usun «water»; purely Turkic: bôri «wolf»,orda «princely dwelling», su 
«water»; Turco-Mongol: gara «black», tiimen «10,000», tuman «darkness, fog, 
mist» (?); Turkic etymologies: tartar, qoyin aq su (*);unsolved etymology: yul. 

A word should now be said about the authenticity of the TR. Of the 
twelve possible Mongol words in the TR, Poppe (op. cit.) has examined five. 
He expresses misgivings about two of these, (nogai and gajar), fearing that 
they cannot possibly have originated in the 13th century. I think I have 
shown that Poppe's misgivings were not sufficiently founded (cf. above 
8.v. kadzar and nochoy). However, even if I were mistaken, there would be 
no justification in rejecting the overwhelming and converging evidence of 
palaeography, textual criticism and Altaic philology with arguments which, 
at best, are highly debatable and concern only the phonetic structure of two 
words. The authenticity of the Vinland Map is another matter with which 
we are not concerned here, but beyond any doubt, the TR is a document of 
considerable importance. 
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THE MYSTERIOUS "TALU SEA" IN OLJEITU'S LETTER 
TO PHILIP THE FAIR OF FRANCE 


Denis Sinor 


For a century and a half, ever since Abel Rémusat 1822- 
1824 first made them public, the Mongol letters of the il-khans 
of Persia addressed to Philip IV the Fair have not lost their 
fascination for scholars interested either in the Mongols' re- 
lation with western Europe or in the study of Middle Mongolian. 
It is somewhat surprising that anything new can be said about 
them but I think that in what follows a hitherto obscure passage 
will receive a satisfactory explanation. 

Lines 27-29 of Oljeitii's letter to Philip the Fair dated 
1305 contain the following passage given here in the transcrip- 
tion and the translation of Mostaert - Cleaves 1962, 55-56: 

naran uryuqui Nangyiyas-un yajar-aca abun Talu dalai-dur 
kürtele "depuis le pays des Chinois, ou le soleil se leve, 
jusqu'à la mer de Talu". 

In their commentary (p.74) Mostaert and Cleaves write as 
follows: "Nous écrivons Talu comme l'ont fait presque tous nos 
prédécesseurs, tout en ajoutant que cette lecture n'est nullement 
certaine, le nom de la mer qu'Öljeitü mentionne ici n'ayant pas 
été identifié jusqu'à present, que nous sachions." 

The puzzle set by the word talu intrigued most scholars 
who made use of the Mongol text. Rémusat 1824,395-96 speaks of 
the "lake Talu" and identifies it with Lake Urmiya. Kotwicz 1933, 
45 suggests that the Talu Sea constituted the western boundary 
of the Mongol empire and that it is therefore unlikely that it 
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should refer to Lake Urmiya. He prefers to identify the Talu 

Sea with either the Caspian, the Black Sea or the Mediterranean. 
At present I have no access to Kozin 1945 but of the remarks made 
by Kotwicz 1936, 13 it appears that Kozin read delü--a distinct 
possibility--and linked it with Classical Mongol delegüü "large, 
extensive, vast", a rather childish etymology, rightly rejected 
by Kotwicz, who writes as follows: "A présent, je me demande si 
cette dénomination n'avait pas quelque chose de commun avec 
l'Océan Atlantique, d'autant plus que dalaj signifie non seule- 
ment 'mer', mais aussi: 'océan'. Le son de Talu fait penser à 
‘Atlantique’, bien qu'il soit possible que les Mongols pronon- 
gassent dalu, comprenant Dalu dalaj dans le sens: ‘océan avec 
bras', soit 'embranchements', et tenant compte, d'une part, de 

la Méditerranée avec continuation de celle-ci et, d'autre part, 
de la mer Baltique." Haenisch 1949,230 translates "von dem Lande 
der Chinesen an, wo die Sonne aufgeht, bis zum Talu-Meer". In 

his comments (p.254) Haenisch refers to Kowalewski 1849,1635 
where--on the basis of an unidentified reference to I.J.Schmidt-- 
dalu dalai is given as the old name of the Caspian Sea. 

It should be remembered that we are fortunate to have two 
contemporary quasi-translations of Oljeitü's letter. One of them 
is in Italian. Written on the verso of the original Mongol docu- 
ment, and published by Rémusat 1824,437, it eschews the problem 
of geographical identification. The relevant part of the orig- 
inal is paraphrased: "da unde la sole si leva, in fine ale vos- 
tre confine". While it is idle to speculate on the identity of 
the translator it can be surmised that he was no other than the 
Italian Thomas Ugi of Siena a member of Oljeitii's embassy to 
the western powers. The Mongol envoys--in whose numbers the I- 
talian must be counted--visited a number of European courts in- 
cluding that of England. From a reply written to Oljeitii by 
Edward II on October 16, 1207 it is possible to conclude that 
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the letter destined for the king was couched in terms similar 

to those used in the message received by Philip the Fair. In 

his reply Edward II referred to the lands enjoying the newly-won 
pax mongolica as stretching "ab ortu solis usque ad confinia 
ultra mare" (Rymer, Foedera,1818, vol.II,pt.1,p.8). 

Obviously, the translator or interpreter of Oljeitii's mes- 
sage was unable to render in Italian or Latin the geographical 
terms Nangyiyas and Talu dalai of the Mongol original and chose 
to adumbrate the general meaning of the Mongol text. For the 
first term, referring to southern China (cf.Mostaert - Cleaves 
1962,73) he, or they, inserted the vague indication "where the 
sun rises", whereas Talu dalai was rendered by the equally vague 
and diplomatic indication that in the west the Mongol empire 
bordered on the confines of the Outremer, i.e. where western 
dominance began. This was the best way for the translator to 
avoid inserting into the letter a small geo-political treatise. 

The essential question now remains: what did Oljeitii mean 
when referring to the Talu Sea? 

I see in talu a mutilated form of the Old Turkic word taluy 
"sea, ocean”. It is well attested, but neither DTS nor Clauson 
1972,502 lists all the occurrences. It appears in the Kül tegin 
inscription (82): taluyga kicig tegmedim "I nearly reached the 
sea", where the context shows beyond doubt that taluy refers to 
the Yellow Sea. The word occurs twice in the Tonyuquq inscrip- 
tion (El,E2). In both instances it appears in the compound taluy 
ögüz i.e. literally "the sea (or ocean) river". As in the Kül 
tegin inscription it refers to the sea lying beyond (from the 
Türk point-of-view) Shantung. There are other examples of taluy 
ôgüz some of which are listed in Clauson 1972,502 and in DTS. 
529. There can be no doubt that in Old Turkic taluy stands not 
‘merely for any large body of water but only for "ocean" or "sea". 
It is also used in mythical geography as, for instance in Gabain 
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1938, line 1986 tort taluy "the four (world) seas". The word 
does not belong to the common Turkic stock. Its use seems to 
be limited to Old Turkic, i.e. to the languages used by the 
Türks, the Uighurs and the Turkic populations of Eastern Tur- 
kestan prior to the Mongol conquest. Middle Turkic, as exem- 
plified by Mahmud al-KaSyari, already uses the more modern 
tengiz term for "sea". The descendants of the Uighurs, such 

as the inhabitants of Kao-ch'ang during the Ming and the Yellow 
Uighurs of our century have kept the word. The Sino-Uighur vo- 
cabulary of the Ming has taluy (Ligeti 1966,258), Sarig Yögur 
(Malov 1957,110) tali, tali, taley. The last of these forms is 
certainly a loan from Mongol dalai "sea, ocean". 

To the best of my knowledge, Pelliot 1923,25 was the first 
to identify Turkic taluy and Mongol dalai and he maintained 
this view to the end of his life (cf. Pelliot 1940,289; 1959, 
301). In its turn the Mongol word was borrowed by a number of 
Turkic dialects (cf. Radloff, Wb.III,878). The legend of Oyuz 
qayan has both the taluy and talai (dalai) forms (cf. Bang - 
Rachmati 1932, limes 101, 158, and Séerbak 1959, 12, II). It 
is safe to assume that taluy is originally a Mongol word bor- 
rowed by Old Turkic where its use remained very limited. The 
standard Turkic word for "sea", tengiz displaced taluy every- 
where with the exception of later Uighur, while the standard 
Mongol word dalai was borrowed by some Turkic dialects. It is 
my intention to attempt to trace the history of the Altaic words 
for "sea" elsewhere. Here I wish to limit myself to the eluci- 
dation of talu in Oljeitii's letter. 

As is well known a letter sent in 1246 by the great khan 
Güyük to pope Innocent IV has been preserved in a Persian ver- 
sion. It has a preamble in Turkic and is followed by a Mongol 
seal. The first refers to Móngke as taluy-nung gan, the latter 
as dalai-yin ganu, i.e. Turkic taluy and Mongol dalai are used 
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as synonyms. Pelliot 1923,24 translated both with "khan océa- 
nique". The Turkic, probably Uighur, scribes of the Mongol 
chancelleries were thus familiar with the word taluy in 1246, 
and used it in solemn, official style. 

Just as the Germanic cognates of English "sea" refer in- 
discriminately to any large body of water, Turkic tängiz des- 
ignates at one time "sea", at another time "lake". The case is 
different with taluy. Not only does it always refer to "sea", 
in most instances it seems to have the meaning of "ocean" in 
the Greek sense of üktxvds , i.e. the vast sea or river sup- 
posed to encompass the inhabited earth. Well into the seven- 
teenth century the term "ocean sea" was commonly used in Eng- 
lish, corresponding to Latin mare oceanum. I think that both 
Turkic taluy ógüz and the Talu dalai of Oljeitii's letter cor- 
respond to our "ocean sea" expression. Such hendiadyses are 
common in both Old Turkic and Mongol, e.g. ed tavar "goods, 
property" in which two nearly synonymous words are used to ex- 
press one idea. 

The Talu dalai of Öljeitü's letter can then easily be ex- 
plained. It really means "to the end of the world". The il-khan 
specified quite clearly the eastern boundaries of the Mongol 
empire (Nangyiyas) but left its western limits unspecified. The 
translators of his message preferred to follow a different 
practice. For linguistic as well as for diplomatic reasons they 
were content to leave the eastern boundaries "where the sun 
rises" unspecified but--in order to avoid offending Philip the 
Fair and Edward II, both potential allies--they made it clear 
that the Mongols' power did not extend to the limits of the 
world, to the ocean sea, but stopped where western rule began 
"in fine ale vostre confine" or in "confinia ultra mare". 
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ALTAICA AND URALICA 
DENIS SINOR 


I. TWO ALTAIC VERBS FOR ‘WRITING’ AND THEIR 
URALIC CONNECTIONS 


To express the concept ‘to write’ Altaic has two roots represented in 
Turkic by respectively biti- and yaz-.! 


biti- 


The earliest occurrences have now been assembled in DTS 103 and 
Clauson 1972 (299-300). It is one of the commonplaces of Turcology 
that the word has its origin in Chinese % pi < *piöt or "piit 
‘writing brush’ and that it is a denominal verb derived from an 
unrecorded *bit. This etymology presupposes that the word was twice 
borrowed by Turkic: first when it still carried the final explosive -t 
and then again, when this -¢ had already developed into a spirant 
-ó, rendered by -r in Turkic. Although unlisted by DTS and Clauson 
1972, there is an Old Turkic biir ~ piir ‘writing brush’ (e.g. 
Gabain 1938, line 1879). Mongol, both in Classical and in the dialects, 
has bir. In an article which, quite understandably, remained almost un- 
noticed in the turmoil of World War II (Sinor 1939:573) I hinted 
at this problem of double representation which may be due to dialectal 


! The bibliographical abbreviations are listed among the references at the end of the 
article. For titles of periodicals the usual abbreviations have been used as listed e.g. 
in Sinor 1963 (XVI-XIX). The sources of Uralic and Altaic vocabularies are well 
known, there was no reason to list them in extenso. Other abbreviations used: Bury. = 
Buryat, Cher. = Cheremis, CT. = Common Turkic, CTU. = Common Tunguz, 
Evk. = Evenki, Fi. = Finnish, FU. = Finno-Ugric, Hu. = Hungarian, Kalm. = 
Kalmuck, Ma. = Manchu, Md. = Mordvin, MO. = Mongolian, Nan. = Nanay, 
Ost. = Ostiak, PA. = Proto Altaic, PFU. = Proto Finno-Ugric, PTU. = Proto 
Tunguz, PTUR. = Proto Turkic, PU. = Proto Uralic, Sam. = Samoyed, SamKam. = 
Kamass-Samoyed, SamSel. = Selkup, SamYen. = Yenissei Samoyed, SamYur. 
Yurak Samoyed, TU. = Tunguz, TUR. = Turkic, Vg. = Vogul, Vot. = Votyak. Zyr. 
Zyryen. 
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or chronological differences but may, perhaps, also be accounted for 
by the admission that the derivation from Chinese is a tempting but 
false etymology. It should be borne in mind that neither semantic nor 
phonological reasons exist for postulating a denominal -i. The Chinese 
word in question means ‘to write’ as well as ‘writing brush’, and a 
*bit- root is sufficiently ‘Turkic’ without the final -i. If biti- were a 
loan from Chinese it would be *bhit- or bir. It is one more feather in 
the cap of the excellent etymological dictionary of Hungarian (TESz. 1; 
291) that — on whose suggestion? — it squarely rejects the Chinese 
etymology of biti-. | am under no illusion as to the success to be expected 
from an operation aimed at eradicating a widespread and, in its 
simplicity, engaging etymology. 

Although biti- appears in a number of Turkic languages, its spread 
over the Turkic world is not complete. It does not appear in Chuvash, 
in the north-western languages such as Bashkir and Tatar. The 
sporadic occurrence of biti- in some Anatolian Turkish dialects was 
rightly recognized by Cagatay (1960:79) as an archaism. As Turkic 
presence in the region is fairly recent, it is probable that biti- 
appeared along with western Turkic yaz- at an even later date. However 
it may be, it seems clear that biti- does not belong to the CT. stock. 

If the use of biti- has remained relatively circumscribed, bitik, bitig 
'script, book, letter' has known an extraordinary popularity in Turkic? 
as well as in Mongol and Tunguz. The gist of the relevant data can be 
found in Doerfer TMEN 11:262-4. I simply intend to clarify a few 
further points. On the Turkic side one should remark that Doerfer's 
derivation of Hungarian Aen ‘letter (of the alphabet)’ from Old- 
Chuvash cannot be accepted. While there is no doubt concerning the 
fact that beni belongs to the oldest layer of Turkic loan words in 
Hungarian, it does not show any of the distinctive phonetic features 
which would allow it to be reckoned among the Old Chuvash loans. 
This is, by the way, the unanimous opinion of Hungarian linguists as 
represented inter alia in TESz. 1:291. The point had to be made here 
because I attach some importance to the absence from Old Chuvash 
of biti- and its derivatives. 

I agree with Doerfer that Mo. bicik "written document, letter, book’ is 
a loan from Turkic. It is well attested in Middle Mongolian and 
in the various dialects. It is safe to assume with Ligeti (1962:20 and 
1958 : 223) that the original meaning of bičik was ‘document’, Le. that 


* For pre-thirteenth century Turkic data cf. Clauson 1972 (303). 
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it referred to some sort of official writing. It seems likely — although 
obviously it cannot be proven — that bicik was borrowed through 
the intermediary of Turkic, probably Uighur, scribes who played 
such an important role in the early stages of Mongol chancellery 
practices. 

The Tunguz variants of bicik — many of them listed in Doerfer TM EN. 
IT : 263 — pose a tricky problem. Manchu has bithe ‘book’, and forms 
with -f- appear in a number of dialects, sometimes side by side with 
-é- forms, e.g. in Oroch bitiha ~ bicixa. I cannot follow Doerfer when he 
suggests that Ma. bithe < *bicihd. A č > t change would indeed be 
most extraordinary, while ¢ > č is rather usual. The Nanay biéxa 
form proves nothing beyond the fact already mentioned that ¢-forms 
do occur in Tunguz. In Ming Jurchen the correspondent of bithe 
is transcribed “iS (Grube 1896, No. 216), where (het or t- 
initial of the second character can be taken for granted. There is 
no reason to postulate *¢ for proto-Manchu. With the exception of some 
sub-dialectal Tunguz forms, e.g. the Lower Amur dialect of Evenki, 
the verb biči- or biti- does not appear in Tunguz. It seems obvious to me 
that the Tunguz words with -c were borrowed from Mongol — as 
Doerfer suggests it — but those with -t- were taken from Turkic, 
though when and how I would not venture to say. Kotwicz (1938:95) 
voiced a similar opinion and saw in these words "international terms". 
It is certain that the noun bitik and its variants has a much wider area of 
diffusion — from Hungarian to Orok and Gilyak, in Turkic, Mongol and 
Tunguz — than the verb biti- from which it is supposed to be a derivative. 
But is it? 

It has been suggested, among others by Menges (1963:41 and 
1966 : 155) that Syriac pergä, petqa ‘document’ and Greek mittaKtov 
‘writing tablet, letter’ may be at the origin of the Turkic noun. 
Tokharian pidaka ‘document’ would belong to the same group. For 
Khotanese pir, pida- ‘to write, to paint’, Bailey (1958: 539) suggests an 
Iranian etymology. For Emmerick (1967: 37) pida- is the past participle 
of pir-. Bailey (1967:177) speaks of Khotanese pädaka ‘the envelope, 
or letter with envelope’, connecting it with a root meaning ‘to cover’. 
My ignorance in matters Iranian does not permit me to voice any 
opinion and at present I do not have the privilege to consult with my 
Iranist friends —- though they would probably disagree with each 
other on several points. Be that as it may, it seems certain that an 
Indo-European etymology could be established for bitik. If this word 
and its variants are indeed terms of civilization, then they may have 
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a western, Greek origin. One may wish to recall the extra-ordinary 
destiny of vonög, which through Syriac nóm was adopted by Turkic as 
well as by Mongol, in the form of nom ‘law, teaching, religion’. In form 
and content bitik is a perfect derivative of the Greek or Syriac words 
and such cultural borrowing would not be unprecedented. There 
is but one difficulty, rightly mentioned by Doerfer, to wit that bitik 
can be considered a perfectly regular deverbal noun derived from the 
verb biti-. This may well be a clinching argument and yet, with due 
caution, I would suggest the possibility of an analytical back-formation. 
In such cases the ending of a given word is felt by the speakers to be 
a frequent derivational suffix, and by its omission a new word is created. 
Thus, contrary to the feeling of most speakers of English, the verbs 
to act, to afflict, to separate are not the roots of, respectively, action, 
affliction, separation, but resulted from the faulty abstraction of 
the -ion endings. Hungarian gydr ‘factory’ is not at the base of 
gyart ‘to manufacture’, but is a back-formation originating in the 
19th century. I am unable to adduce well documented, similar cases from 
Turkic; yet, almost by definition, they are bound to exist, and bitik 
> biti- may well be a case in point. The fact that bitik, bicik 
and their derivatives, bitigci, bicigci, etc. have a far wider area of 
distribution than the verb biti-, and the existence of an acceptable 
etymology, ultimately from Greek, support this theory. And it should 
not be forgotten that the Chinese etymology collapses, in any case, 
on internal grounds. 

"So viel Wörter, so viel Rätsel” exclaimed Bang at the end of the 
fourth of his Turkologische Briefe. It is in a similar spirit that I now 
proceed to the examination of another word for ‘writing’. 


yaz- 


CT. yaz- ‘to write’ has its cognates in most Altaic languages. It 
does not occur in the Old Turkic inscriptions, but is very well attested in 
Middle Turkic, cf. DTS 250 and Clauson 1972 (984), who notes that 
yaz- survives in all modern language groups except the north-eastern. 
Chuvash has it in the regular sir- form. 

As is well known, the Chuvash word was borrowed by Cheremis, 
where it has ser- form (cf. Räsänen 1920: 191). I think it can be traced also 
in other Finno-Ugric languages. The following forms are relevant: 
Ost. sur ‘stroke, line’, surd- ‘to furrow, to draw lines’; Vg. surti- 
‘to whet, to furrow’; Zyr. Sort- ‘to groove, to furrow’, also in the com- 
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pound giZ- Sort- ‘to draw up a document, a request’ (giZ- ‘to write’); Vot. 
Sur as in göri-sur ‘furrow (where góri stands for ‘plough’); Md. 
sorma "letter. The FU. forms were assembled by Setälä (1902:259). 
The Md. cognate was tacitly, and for reasons I cannot see, dropped by 
Paasonen (1918:110), who considered the Vogul and Ostiak forms 
borrowings from Zyryen, a view still accepted by Pais (1962:41). 
To alleviate this article somewhat I do not list the many derivatives 
of *sVr- ‘to write’ used in these FU. languages. It is quite obvious that 
the use of the Chuvash-type form of yaz- was wide-spread in the geogra- 
phic area where Chuvash, Cheremis, Mordvin, Zyryen, and Votiak are, 
until this day, spoken. 

The relationship of Hungarian /r- ‘to write’ and CT. yaz- is a tricky 
one. According to the standard explanation embodied e.g. in TESz. 
II:227, it is a Chuvash-type loan word. It is supposed to continue 
an Old Chuvash *ir-, but, I am sorry to say, no evidence can be 
mustered in favor of such a form save the fact that the great 
Gombocz had posited it (BTLw 87). Whatever explanation we choose 
to give to the correspondences CT. y- ~ Chuv. $-, CT. -z- ~ 
Chuv. -r-, one thing is certain : Chuv. $- could not have developed from o. 
The most frequent Hungarian reflex of CT. y- ~ Chuv. s- is d’- (gy in 
Hungarian orthography): there are a very few s- (sz in Hungarian ortho- 
graphy) reflexes and only two words in which Hungarian seems to have 
lost the initial consonant : író ‘buttermilk’ and ir- ‘to write’. On the 
basis of these data Poppe (1960b:142) quite rightly assumed that at 
the time of the borrowing three different Turkic languages or dialects 
existed in which r corresponded to CT. z, but which differed from one 
another in the treatment of the initial *y-. Poppe, who is not fully familiar 
with Hungarian linguistics and, therefore, is less overawed by its 
conventions, drew a logical conclusion of data not quite up-to-date. 
Ligeti (1961:31) took up the question and with full justification 
separated the cases of író and ir. The former has no known Chuvash 
parallel. He remarked that “il est manifeste que le mot ir ne devait pas 
comporter dans tous les dialectes vieux-tchouvaches une initiale 
vocalique”. MSzFE. 11:322 evinces an even more sceptical view. It 
concedes that the etymology of ir, as hitherto presented, is doubtful 
and considers it more likely that the Hungarian word is a continuation 
of a Bulgaro-Turkic (Old Chuvash) *yir. In other words, it disposes 
of the mythical *ir form. I am ready to go one step further and state 
that to suppose a y > e > $- change would be going against all 
available evidence and that to postulate a CT. y- ~ Chuvash e 
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correspondence on the strength of one single example taken from 
Hungarian (!) would be hardly more permissible. The CT. yaz- ~ 
Chuv. sir ~ Hu. ir correspondence must either be discarded or an 
alternative explanation must be found. 

Noticing the weakness of the traditional theory, an alternative 
explanation was put forward by Magdolna Sz. Kispál (1952:49-52). 
She derived ir from an Eastern Ostiak veri- ‘to carve, to groove’ which, 
in its turn, would be a loan word, representing Turkic *rir. If it 
is supposed that the Turkic word passed into Hungarian through 
Ugric (Ostiak), then the disappearance of the initial y- causes no 
problem. The weak point in Kispál's theory lies in the quality of the 
vowel. The Turkic form borrowed by Ugric must have been *var and 
not *yir, and the disappearance in Hungarian of y- in front of a is not 
a regular development. It is for this reason that MSzFgrE. prefers to 
suggest the possibility of a Turkic etymology for Hu. ir-. 

In my opinion the Chuv. sir- ~ Hu. ír- equation is acceptable, but 
on grounds different from those on which it has hitherto been 
presented. The question hinges on the involved question of FU. sibilants. 
Generally speaking three such consonants are posited for PFU: 
Ze, *§, Se The regular Hungarian reflex of the former two is o, 
while PFU. *s- developed into Hu. s-, which is also the Ob-Ugric 
reflex of this sibilant. It should be noted that PFU. *s- > Hu. s- 
belong to that important category of exceptionless sound-laws which 
admit a few exceptions, and it is well known that, in some cases, 
the Hungarian reflex is $- (cf. Bárczi 1958:115). 

As I see it, Hu. /r- could be explained by either of the following two 
Ways. 

1) The first, to my mind less likely. hypothesis would simply 
assume that PFU. *s- has not two but three reflexes in Hungarian: 
S-, $-, 0. 

2) According to the second hypothesis Old Chuvash Sir jumped on 
the Proto-Hungarian (ősmagyar) band-wagon after the distintegration 
of Ugric unity, Le at a time when PFU. *s- and Se had already 
merged into a sibilant *S of undetermined phonetic quality, but a 
phoneme different from Proto-Ugric *s- (< PFU. s-). The Ob-Ugric 
reflexes of *S (1-. l-. Y-. 4-. 0-) are the results, as generally admitted, of late 
dialectal developments. while its Hungarian reflex is, as we have just 
seen, o. When Old-Chuvash sir was borrowed by Proto-Hungarian, 
which no longer had an initial 5-, the undetermined *S was substituted 
to the Old Chuvash initial. *S-, particularly when followed by an i, 
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may well have been an S-type sound which then resulted in Hu. ø. 
Similar sound substitution occurred at a later date in Old Hungarian 
(ómagyar), where s- was substituted for Chuvash $-, e.g. in Hu. 
szél ‘wind’. 


The time has come — perhaps it is even overdue — to deal with the Altaic 
cognates of CT. yaz-. The correspondence CT. vaz- ‘to write’ ~ 
MO. jiru- ‘to draw a line, to paint = TU. niru- ‘to write, to 
draw, to paint’ is generally accepted and is given in scores of publications. 
If my recollection is correct I first met it in Poppe 1926 (104) — a 
seminal work. To this same correspondence Poppe (1960 a) refers five 
times; it seems to have withstood the test of time. 

It is normally assumed — e.g. by Menges (1968:91) — that CT. v- 
has four Altaic antecedents: *y-, *j-, *n-, *d-. I cannot enter here into the 
discussion of this complex question, but will limit my enquiry to the 
sound correspondences directly relevant to the Mongol and Tunguz 
cognates of vaz-. 

TUR. y- ~ MO. n- ~ TU. n-, e.g. CT. ya ‘bow (to shoot an 
arrow) ^ MO. numun ‘id. ~ TU. nu ‘id.’, an obvious correspondence 
which to the best of my knowledge has not been suggested, or 
CT. yün ~ ying ‘hair, wool’ ~ Modern Lit. MO. noos(on) ‘id. 
(< *noyosun) ~ Ma. nunggari 'id.".? 

TUR. vy- ~ MO. j- ~ TU. j-, e.g. CT. valya ‘lie (false statement)’, 
yala ‘false accusation’ ~ MO. jali ‘deceit, fraud, illusion ~ CTU. 
jal ‘cunning, ruse’. For the Old Turkic forms cf. DTS 228, Clauson 1972 
(926, 918). The word and many of its derivatives appear in virtually all 
modern Turkic languages. The Mongol word is not attested in the Secret 
History and does not seem to have existed in Middle Mongolian, but it 
does appear in Modern Lit. MO. zal, in Kalmuck (Ramstedt) 
zäl’i, and possibly elsewhere. The Tunguz word is well represented 
by Ma. jali, Evk. jal — which Vasilevié (1958) correctly equates with 
the Manchu and Mongol forms — and other languages, as shown 
by Cincius (1949:212). Another example: CT. yalbar-, valvar- to 
implore, to supplicate ~ MO. jalbari- 1d." ~ Ma jalbari- ‘id... For the 
Old Turkic forms cf. DTS 228, 230, Clauson 1972 (920). The word 


* Poppe (1960a:73 and 123) suggests this correspondence. but not among the 
Y = n- = n- parallels. He quotes noyosun without an asterisk, but |. cannot 
trace this word in Classical Mongolian. Poppe quotes only Küeri and Teleut forms 
for Turkic, but the word is well attested in Old Turkic, cf. DTS 286. 
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is universal in the modern Turkic languages. The Mongol forms 
appear already in the Secret History and in many Middle Mongolian 
documents. Among the Tunguz languages only Manchu seems to have 
the word. 

The four sets of word correspondences just given are meant to show 
that TUR. y- ~ MO.TU.n-, and TUR. y- ~ MO.TU. J- correspondences 
do exist although only in very limited numbers. The crucial point 
is to find convincing correspondences in which the word occurs simul- 
taneously in all three language groups. However, to the best of 
my knowledge, yaz- ~ firu- ~ niru- is the only example in which 
Turkic y- shows different reflexes in Mongol and Tunguz. Do we have 
to discard this oft-repeated etymology, or may we offer an explanation 
which would account for it? 

I think that in this case — as well as in all other cases where we wish 
to postulate a Proto-Altaic form — it is important to project on a real 
or imaginery map the actually extant forms of the word. MOClass. 
jiru- ‘to draw, to draw a line, to paint’ appears with the same 
meaning in modern dialects, e.g. Modern Lit.MO., Kalmuck dzur-, 
Buryat dzura-, Ordos pzuru, Monguor pzüri, etc. However, as a rule, 
the word does not seem to have been current in Middle Mongolian. 
It is absent from the Secret History, the Mukaddimat al-Adab, the 
Leiden ms, the Hua-yi yi-yü of 1389. While the meaning of the 
word may have something to do with the scarcity of its occurrences, 
the fact remains that an admittedly not very thorough search could 
discover only one occurrence in Middle Mongolian, in the Sino-Mon- 
golian inscription of 1346 (Cleaves 1952:69). 

In Tunguz there is Ma. niru- ‘to draw, to paint’, Nan. niru- ‘to write’, 
Ulcha nilu- ‘to draw, to dye (paint), nuri- ‘to write’. I could not trace 
the word in Northern Tunguz. Spoken Manchu (Yamamoto 1969:60) 
has yuru- 'to draw a picture, to paint a picture', equated by Yamamoto 
with Ma. niru- which, in my view, is but a loan word from Mongol. 
Spoken Manchu seems to have kept Ma. ni unchanged. 

Thus it would seem that the spread of the Altaic word for ‘writing’ is 
not as wide as suggested by the use of the adjective ‘Altaic’. It is very 
well represented in Turkic — both in CT. and in Chuvash — and seems 
to have been the original Turkic word for ‘writing’. The Mongol data 
are less convincing. They are relatively new, and I think that the 
initial jJ- (with TU. n- correspondence) can only be explained if the 
MO. forms are viewed as loans from TUR. or PTUR. The absence 
of the verb in Northern Tunguz is also worth noting. 
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I do not think that on the basis of CT. y- ~ M. j- ~ TU. n- 
a PTA *j- can be postulated. For simple phonetic reasons a direct *j- > 
*n- development is unthinkable and, in Altaic at least, unprecedented. A 
j- reflex of a posited *n- could have developed only through an 
intermediate *y-, as for instance assumed by Poppe (1960a:39) in 
the correspondence of MO. nilbusun ‘tear’ ~ CT. yas ~ Chuv. Sul 
(according to Poppe: < *jal- < *yal < *nal). This means in practical 
terms that a transitional *y stage is postulated, i.e. we end up at the 
same starting place where we would have been had we posited a 
PA. *y-. As I see it, the initials of the verb ‘to write’ can be explained 
in one of the following ways: 


PA. *y- 


PTUR.*- | MO.}- TU.n- 


PA. *y- 


GE EE 


PTUR. *y- TU. n- 


Pi? 


CT. y- MO. j- 


PA. *n- 
gr 


PTUR. *y- TU. n- 


A 


CT. y- MO. j- 


It is usually assumed that — whatever its Altaic origin may be 
(*y-, ZE, *n-, *d-) CT. y- always corresponds to Chuvash ś-. This is 
the main reason for postulating a PTUR. y- > Chuv. ś- development. 
Yet, in such simplistic form the statement is not truthful, for in many 
cases the CT. words with initial y- equated with some Mongol or 
Tunguz words have no correspondent in Chuvash. Such is the case of 
CT. ya ‘bow’ which — as shown above — has n correspondences in both 
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Mongol and Tunguz, but is not attested in Chuvash. I know of no unim- 
peachable Chuvash $- ~ CT. y- ^^ MO. n- = TU. n- correspondence, 
and Chuv. sir- = CT. yaz- ^ MO. jiru- = TU. niru- is the only $- ~ 
y- ~ J- ^ n- example that can be said to have some merit. What the 
exact history of these forms is I cannot tell, but the existence of a good 
number of Finno-Ugric forms with $- (see above p. 322) may be 
taken as an indication that in this case at least the initial of Chuvash 
Sir ‘to write’ is closer to the Proto-Altaic form than the y- of CT. 
yaz-. To put it bluntly, I wonder whether we should not posit a Proto 
Altaic $-type initial. It is to this question that I wish to devote the 
next part of this article. 


li. IS CHUVASH $- ALWAYS SECONDARY? 


More has been written on Altaic numerals than on any other group 
of Altaic words, and yet no one seems to have noticed the following 
facts certainly worth mentioning. 

CT. yüz '100' — to use Clauson 1972’s handy abbreviation — is 
“c.1.a.p.a.l.”, i.e. common to all periods and languages. In Chuvash it 
appears in the form ser. 

Finno-Ugric has a common word for ‘100°: Hu. száz (= sdz), Ost. sat: 
Vg. sát, set, Zyr. so; Vot. su; Cher. stidd; Md. Sada; Fi. sata; Lp. cuóhte. 
On the basis of these and other forms a PFU. inital *s- has been 
posited, e.g. by Lakó (1968:52). For the final consonant a *-1 
is normally posited — e.g. by Lakö (1968:64) — but it has also 
been pointed out that spirantization of this explosive might have 
begun quite early. The Finnish reflexes of the so-called weak grade 
— 6, /, r, ø in the dialects, d in the written language —, Cher. -ó-, 
Hu. -z, point to a spirant *ó (cf. e.g. Bärczi 1958:115). It is 
generally accepted (e.g. Collinder 1955:133, Hajdü 1966:89) that the 
Finno-Ugric forms are borrowings from Indo-Iranian *sara and that 
the transmission took place in Proto Finno-Ugric times. It stands 
to reason that Chuvash ser ‘100’ can and should be linked with these 
forms. There is no phonological or phonetical reason why a pre-Chuvash 
*sVö should not be posited representing an identical post-PFU. form, 
one in which the spirantization of the *tV ending had already begun. 


* Many relevant data can be found in Margit K. Pallo, “Die mittlere Stufe des 
tschuwaschischen Lautwandels d > ô > r”, UAJ XLIII (1971):79-88. 
J cannot enter here into the discussion of this important question. Pallö’s results 
seem to harmonize with my own suggestion. 
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But if this ıs so, then in the case of ‘100° it is Chuvash and not Common 
Turkic that kept the more archaic form. Samoyed reflexes such as 
SamKam. jür, SamYur. yur, yir (cf. Joki 1952:124) would have been 
borrowed from a Turkic language in which the s- > y- change had 
already occurred, but in which -ó had not yet developed into -z. 

I am not unaware of the number of problems my equation raises, 
or of the number of scholarly toes on which I am treading. Yet, quite 
frankly, I feel that the Finno-Ugric and Indo-European data here 
adduced weigh very heavily and can be supplemented by the following. 

The CT. word for ‘7’ is of the yeti-type. Clauson (1972:886), who 
lists the earliest occurrences, rightly remarks that “there is no doubt 
that the medial consonant was originally double”. Already in Old- 
Turkic we find yetti. Gemination appears in many modern Turkic 
languages, including Yakut sette and Chuvash sicé ~ siécé. 

The Common Ugric (not Common Finno-Ugric!) word for ‘7’ 
has the following reflexes: Hu. her; Ost. tawat, lawat, labat; Vg. sát, 
soat, sad, etc. Much has been written on these forms (cf. MSzFE. 
11:283-4), but there is general agreement on two points: The Hu., Ost., 
and Vg. forms belong together, and Ugric borrowed the word for 
"T from an Indo-Arian *sapta or *septä. Within Ugric the principal 
difficulty lies with Hu. h- instead of an expected ø, which would be 
the normal continuer of FU. *s-, but this problem does not affect the 
comparison of the FU. and TUR. words. There is a very strong 
presumption in favor of equating Proto Ugric *säptV (< Indo-Aryan 
*sVptV) with Proto Chuvash *sVttV (< *sVptV) which yielded CT. 
retti and the present Chuvash forms. Here, as in the word for ‘100’, 
the Chuvash-type form would have the primacy. 

The Common Tunguz word for ‘7’ is nadan, present in this form 
in northern as well as southern Tunguz languages. Its equation with 
CT. veti yields another example of CT. y- ~ Chuv. š- ~ TU. n- 
represented by CT. vaz- ~ Chuv. $ir- ~ TU. niru-. 

In connection with the words for ‘100° and ‘7’ Indo-European as 
well as Finno-Ugric evidence could be mustered in support of the 
primacy of Chuvash $-. There is at least one more Finno-Ugric ~ 
Turkic correspondence to be quoted in favor of this hypothesis: 

Hu. irt- ‘to exterminate, to eradicate, to cut down’; Ost. tart, 
lôrt, etc. ‘to cut’; Zyr. sirni ‘to cut’; Vot. šir- šor- ‘to cut, to slice, to split’; 
SamYur. éaré; SamSel. tárap ‘to divide’. The posited Uralic form, 
according to MSzFE. I1:325-6, is *surV. ~ CT. yar- ‘to split, to cleave’, 
cf. Clauson 1972 (954-5) with further references; Chuv. Sur- ‘to split, to 
tear (to pieces)’. 
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It may be of some interest to note that the Finno-Ugric forms show 
both palatal and velar vowels, a fact for which various explanations 
have been offered. The same dichotomy seem to exist in Common Turkic 
which, besides yar-, also shows yer- forms in some languages (cf. 
Clauson 1972:955). 

Not long ago Séerbak (1970:158-60) brought some fresh insights 
to the rather stale and repetitive study of CT. y-. Relying only 
on internal evidence, ie. using exclusively Turkic data, he made a 
convincing case for the positing of a Proto Turkic voiceless, dental 
spirant *0-, of which Chuvash s- and CT. y- would both be the 
reflexes. Scerbak’s great merit lies in directing our attention to the well- 
known fact that initial Old Turkic y- corresponds to a variety of 
consonants (z-, s-, &-, j-, d’-) in the other Turkic languages. These 
have normally been considered as having developed from y- while, 
applying normal comparative methods, Scerbak uses them for the 
positing of an Proto-Turkic sound *0-. If he is right in this assumption 
— and I think he is — then the Indo-European and Uralic *s-, *s-, 
*s-correspondences of CT. y- ~ Chuv. $- fit very well into the 
picture. The latter are but reflexes of a Proto-Turkic *6-, Le of a 
sound quite close to that posited for the suggested Uralic equations. 


Probably this article raised more questions than it could solve. I have 
tried not to burden it with too many data well-known to all. If I 
succeeded in moving some of the holy cows of Uralic and Altaic studies 
or of turcology which have been left undisturbed for far too long, then 
my effort has not been in vain. 


Indiana University 
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DENIS SINOR 
AN ALTAIC WORD FOR "SNOWSTORM"? 


l. In the inscriptions celebrating the deeds. of respectively Kül tegin 
and Bilgä qayan there appears a word bor(a) ~ bur(a) the interpretation 
of which is controversial. The reading of the text poses no problems: 

türgäs qayan süst boléuda otča bor(a)éa [bur(a)óa] kälti (1 E 37 and II 


E 27-28), "The army of the Türgäs kaghan came from Bolchu like i fire, 
like a ? ", 


In his first edition of the inscriptions Thomsen (1896, 110) translated: 
"l'armée du kagan des Turgés arriva à Boltchou (?) comme le feu et la 
tempête". From our point of view it is of no importance that Thomsen 
interpreted the -da suffix of Boléu as a dative, an obvious mistake. 
Malov 1951, 41 and Tekin 1968, 269 take it to be a locative, I would 
translate it by an ablative. The vocalization of bor ~ bur is uncertain 
ang so is the presence of a final -a before the equative -&a. Thomsen 
1896 read bur®, Thomsen 1916, 94 bor. The same reading is adopted by 
Malov 1951, 32, Tekin 1968, 236, Gabain 1941, 304, Clauson 1972, 357 and 
by many others. Somewhat surprisingly the word does not appear in the 
DTS. S.v. bura one can find only a cross-reference to bor where one 
looks in vain for any mention of either bura or of the above-quoted 


passage. 


2. Our concern is primarily with the meaning of the word within the con- 
text of the Orkhon inscriptions. A definitive solution cannot be reached 
until the word is traced in some vocalized OT text. At present it is 
virtually a hapax legomenon as — in the passage quoted — the two inscrip- 
tions correspond verbatim. Thomsen 1896 and 1916 translated the word as 
"storm, tempest". Tekin 1968 and many others followed his example. For 
reasons known only to him Orkun 1936, 46 translated borëa by "like water 
(su gibi)" in the Kül tegin inscription, whereas on p. 62, in the trans- 


lation of Bilgä kaghan's monument, the same word is translated by "kasır- 
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ga (whirlwind)". In the vocabulary (Orkun 1941) the meaning given to bor 
is "bora, fırtına". Stebleva 1965, 81,95 reads otéa boraëa and trans- 
lates (119,134) "Kak OTOHE M JMBeHbB (6ypA)". I see no justification 
for translating bora by "heavy shower (JIMBeHb)" but the redeeming Óyps 
is there. Stebleva gives no reasons for her adopting the bisyllabic bora 
form. It would be interesting to know whether her choice was prompted by 
the metric construction of the passage. In the case of the Kül tegin in- 
scription Ajdarov 1971, 299 gives the same translation as Stebleva, but 
on p. 310 seems to have changed his mind and rendered otóa boraëa with 
"kak OTOHb H BHXpb". References to some older readings not mentioned 
here can be found in Dobrodomov 1976, 241-242.? 


Malov 1951 equates bor — as he reads it — of I E 37 and II E 28 with CT 
bor "wine" and translates "nono6Ho orHb H BHHy". This to my mind is 
total nonsense but, alas, Clauson 1972, 357 leans towards the same inter- 
pretation: "It is more likely that this boróa is Equative form of bor 
'wine' with the implication that too much vine leads to disorder". Yet 
Clauson's common sense seems to have recoiled from his own interpretation 
which he does not follow in the translation of the passage: "the Türges 
xagan's army advanced from Bolçu like a fire or ...", leaving a blank at 
the place of boréa. Sir Gerard was too much of a military man to be satis- 


fied with an army advancing like wine! 


Hardly more defensible is Doerfer's explanation (TMEN I, 220): "otda bur&a 
[nicht borëa!] kälti ‘er kam wie Feuer und Wirbelasche (aufgewirbelte 
Asche)' cf. oir. tel. pur 'Asche die vom Feuer aufgewirbelt wird und wie 
Spinnengewebe am Dache hüngen bleibt', kkir. bur 'id.' (Cf. semantisch . . 
. . bürgt 'wirbeln, in Unordnung sein')". Again, I somehow cannot imagine 
an army advancing "like ashes", particularly not as ashes covering the 
roof — a sedentary situation if ever there was one. Doerfer has assembled 
a fairly complete documentation on words which, to his mind, are uncon- 
nected with OT bur(a) ~ bor(a), but which represent an extended Altaic 
word family meaning "storm". His references are incomplete, so will be 
mine, but it is necessary for our purpose to assemble here the principal 
data. 


3. The Turkic words show four different patterns: a/ bor (bur) or bora 
(bura), b/ boran or buran, c/ borayan (burayan), d/ purya. 

a/ To this group belong OT bora (bura) — if we opt for a form with final 
-a and read borada (buraëa), and Turkish bora "tempest". 
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b/ Forms with a final -n may be found, among other languages, in Azeri 
boran, Bashkir buran, Khakas poran, Karakalpak boran, Kirghiz borön, 
Nogay boran, Uzbek büron, Tuvin. boran, KazTatar buran, Koibal, Karagass 
boran, Karachay, Kumyk boran, Mod.Uighur boran — all listed in TMEN I, 
219-220. (A slightly less complete listing: Menges 1954, 24.) We might 
add Turkmen boran (Baskakov 1968), also a Turkmen tribal name boran 
rightly connected with this group of words by Németh 1969, 16-17, Tuba- 
Kizi boran, boron, boron "fog" (Baskakov 1966), Turki buran, bur ‘an, 
buran, boran "storm, sand-storm, tempest". 

c/ Trisyllabic forms are attested in Chagatay borayan, burayan "snow- 
storm" (Radloff, Wb. IV, 1662, 1818), Teleut poroyon (Radloff, Wb. 1269), 
Ottoman burayan (Redhouse). 

d/ Yakut burya, purya "snowstorm, blizzard" are probably of different 
origins. Because of the initial p- the second must be considered a bor- 
rowing of Russian mypra (cf. 7). A different origin will have to be 


ascribed to burya and burxan. 


4. The Mongol forms represent a trisyllabic original the vocalization of 
which remains uncertain. The variants listed by Doerfer TMEN I, 219 com- 
prise: SH bora’an, boro'on, boroqan, MOClass. boruyan. Dialects show 


contractions, e.g. Ordos Boron, Monguor Burön, Kalm. boran. 


5. In Tunguz there are two basic forms. 

a/ The first type, without the intervocalic explosive appears in Nanay 
bora, in nominal as well as in verbal use, meaning respectively "snow- 
flake" and "NOPOWHTR, 'NaNaTb (Oo MernkoM cHere)", Further deriva- 
tives include borkalt "snowstorm", Cincius 1975, 111 quotes Manchu buran, 
not listed by Hauer or by any other Manchu dictionary I know, with the 
exception of Zakharov 1875, 538 where it is rightly given as a “Tatar 
word", 

b/ Evk. burga "snowstorm". The comparison with Evk. burkas "cruel (of 
winter frost)" proposed by Cincius 1975 is unconvincing on semantic 
grounds. The basic meaning of Evk. burki '"nopoma' and of its cognates 
given by Cincius 1975, 113 is "dust", "powder", "powdery snow", as rep- 


resented already in Jurchen and by Ma. buraki "dust". 


6. S.v, Fi. purku "snowstorm", the SKES (653-654) collates a fair number 
of FU forms, It equates the Fi. word with Lp. bor'ga, Cher. puryd "there 
is a snowstorm blowing", Zyr. pira "swirl of snow, heap of snow", and 


many dialectál variants. Listed with a question mark are the Ugric forms, 
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Vg. pgrke, pärx, park "snowstorm, snowdrift", Ost. pórk*i^, porya 
"smoke, snowfall, snow driven before the wind, snowstorm", and also 
SamYur. pard-ntdi "snowdrift", SamO. pury@’D "snowstorm". According to 
the SKES this is a descriptive word which can be found also in Altaic. 
A similar non-explanation is given (SKES 672) to Fi. pyry (pronounce: 


pürü) "snowstorm". 


7. Russian 6ypan "violent snowstorm" cannot be separated from the 
Turkic words listed under 3b. The comparison has been made or reaffirmed 
by virtually everyone who examined this word. It is accepted by Vasmer 
1964, 243, although he limits himself to Listing some Altaic forms and 
seems to pass the responsibility for the equation to Altaists. To his 
references may be added those listed by Doerfer TMEN I, 220. Bulgarian, 
as already noted by Lokotsch 1927, No. 357 has bura and burja. 


Russian nypra "snowstorm, blizzard" is, according to Vasmer 1971, III, 
409, borrowed from FU. The SKES (654) ascribes to it a Finno-Carelian 


origin. 


The problems presented by the words and groups of words listed above are 
uncommonly involved. Are these words all cognates, and if they are, of 
what derivations, borrowings are they the products? I will attempt to 
give some answers to at least some of the questions which can be raised 


in this connection. 


8. The Turkic words bor(a) = bur(a) (cf. above 3a) seem to represent the 
original or, in any case, the simplest form. The first vowel cannot be 
determined with any degree of certitude as the living Turkic languages 


show both o and u in the words of the boran type. 


Many scholars link bora with Greek Bop£ac "north wind". The idea may 
go back to Radloff (Wb. IV, 1662). Menges 1954, 702 and Räsänen 1969, 80 
attenuate the assertion by the use of respectively "cf." or a question 
mark, Doerfer TMEN I, 220 accepts it. There is something basically im- 
probable in a theory that would foist upon us the belief that a word 
used throughout icy northern Eurasia and meaning “snowstorm, etc." is a 
borrowing from Greek. Indeed, if boréas has to be connected with the 
Uralic-Altaic group of words here examined, the transmission must have 
been made in the opposite direction, coming from the north into Greek, 


The fact is that boréae has no valid etymology. It has often been con- 
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nected with Sanskrit giri-, Avestan gatrt, Slavic gora "mountain" (e.g. 
Pokorny 1959, 477), but Chantraine 1969, 185 calls this etymology a 

“simple hypothése". Were we to accept such an etymology, the problem of 
explaining the diffusion of the Greek word would remain. As Greek has a 
number of masculine names of winds ending in OC one might connect the 
root *Bope- with Altaic *bor(V) and consider it a Greek borrowing 

from northern Eurasia. It would not be the only hyperborean element in 


ancient Greek culture. 


Other etymologies have been proposed. Radloff's (1897) explanation of 
otéa borëa as otaëa buraëa "von allen Seiten" is totally unacceptable as 
shown already by Melioranskij 1899, 124 and Thomsen 1916, 95, and — more 
recently — by Aënin 1963, 102. I have already stated my position as re- 
gards the explanations put forward by Clauson and Doerfer (cf. above 2), 
and so I am left with the task of integrating bor(a) ~ bur(a) "snow- 


storm" in a greater Uralic, Altaic, or Ural-Altaic family. 


In my opinion all the Turkic forms go back to bor "storm, (perhaps) snow- 
storm", reading for which I now opt in the relevant passages of the Or- 
khon inscriptions. Doerfer Zoo, ott, attributes the same opinion to Joki 
1952, 97 and to Menges 1954, 702. In fact both of them are content with 
listing the forms and stating that we are in the presence of a "Wander- 


wort", 


9, A verb bora- "stürmen" is given by Radloff Wb. for modern Uighur and 
Kazakh and it appears also in Turkmen "to snow heavily", Karaim "to 
storm", Karakalpak “to drift (about snow)" and possibly also in other 
Turkic languages. The Kumyk meaning is "MecTH, B3EHMaTE" ; bora- is 


thus not an isolated form as would appear from previous surveys. 


The verbal root bora- is a perfectly regular denominal derivation of 
bor, on the pattern of e.g. OT at "name" > ata- "to call", mün "guilt" 
> mind- "to be guilty", Kaëyari tün "night" > tünä- "to spend the night". 


The suffix is still functional in most Turkic languages, including those 
in which the word bora- occurs, e.g. Kumyk yaë "age" > yaëa- "to live", 
aš "food" > aša- "to eat" (cf. Dmitriev 1962, 326); Turkmen yağ- "age, 
year" > yasa- "to live", ot "grass" > ota- "to weed", etc.; Karaim at 
"name" > ata- "to name", san "number" > sana- "to count" (cf. also Za- 
jaczkowski 1932, 130-131); Karakalpak at "name" > ata- “to name", san 


"number" » sana- "to count"; Kazak as "food" » asa- "to eat", teng 
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"equal" > tenge- "to equalize", etc. Concerning this suffix see also 
Räsänen 1957, 144; Deny 1921, 537; and the more comprehensive treat- 
ment, with examples taken from many Turkic languages: Sevortjan 1962, 
205-221. 


10. The boran-type words (cf. 3b) are extremely common in all Turkic 
languages. Universally, the -n is functional as a present participle 
which, in many instances, becomes autonomous. It is sometimes difficult 
to differentiate between the two functions of the -n, vtz. a participle 
(adjective) and a deverbal noun formant. There is hardly a grammar deal- 
ing with a Turkic language that has not touched. upon this question. Cf. 
also Bang 1934, 194-195, Sinor 1943, 142, Brockelmann 1954, 128-129, 
Räsänen 1957, 116. 


Examples of the substantival use are very numerous, e.g. KaSyari and 
other Turkic languages ttk- "to stitch, to sew" > tikän "thorn", äk- 
"to sow" > äkin "crop", Turkish bak- "to look (after), to examine" > 
bakan "Minister", düz- "to arrange, to put in order" > düzen "order", 
yığ- "to heap, to pile up" > yığın "heap, pile", Oirot (Dyrenkova 1940, 
52) d'u- "to collect" > d’un "collection", $Üü- "to fish with a net" > 
šün "fishing net", Uzbek yoy- "to fall (rain or snow)" > yoyin "rainy, 
covered weather", yiy- "to collect" > yiyin "collection" (cf. Kononov 
1960, 121). 


It is not indifferent from our point of view that many of the deverbal 
nouns in -n are ubiquitous throughout the Turkic world. For example 
kelin “daughter-in-law", derived from kel- "to come" appears in virtu- 
ally every Turkic language, and so does yalin "flame" derived from yal- 
"to burn". It brings some relief to this dreary listing of supportive 
material that another wind-name, äsin "wind", derived from äs- "to blow", 
also belongs to this same category. Cf. already Bang 1934, 195, followed 
by Rásánen 1969, 49, and Clauson 1972, 240. It depasses my understanding 
how Menges 1968, 137 — with his vast knowledge of Turkic — could state 


that "the verbal noun in -n, -Vn is rare", 


I should be noted that not all bisyllabic forms are Turkic formations 
with a deverbal -n. Many of them undoubtedly represent a contraction of 
the trisyllabic boruyan-type form (cf. 3c), some of them may be borrow- 


ings from Mongol (cf. 4). 


11. Bang 1934, 211 calls attention to two problems connected with our 
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subject. One is caused by an Ottoman boraq form listed by Radloff Wb. 
This form is otherwise unknown and it may be the result of a misprint 
or some other mistake. Could we substantiate Radloff's datum, its der- 


ivation from the verb bora- would not be problematic. 


The other problem mentioned by Bang is the presence in Turkish of a word 

bora "tempest". Bang rejects the possibility of a derivation from Booéac 
and postulates *boray. The idea is defensible but, all the same, I think 

that the Turkish word is areal and is what Menges 1954, 702 rightly calls 
"das Balkanwort bora '(Nord-)Wind, (plótzlicher Sturm)'". (Cf. also below 
17.) 


12. We may now proceed to the examination of the trisyllabic form of the 
borayan ~ burayan type which, as shown above (3c, 4), occur in Turkic as 


well as in Mongol. 


Within Turkic such forms represent perfectly regular deverbal nouns, 
often also participles, of the verb bora-. Cf. Räsänen 1957, 126-127 
where some of the most obvious examples are missing, e.g. KaSyari yügür- 
"to run" > yügürgän "messenger", qabar- "to swell" > qabaryan "swelling, 
tumour". Cf. also Sinor 1939, 545. 


A derivational suffix -yan, -gen forming deverbal nouns is very common 
also in Mongol, e.g. MOClass. tde- "to eat" > tdegen "food", uta- "to 
smoke" > utayan "smoke", sana- "to think" > sanayan "thought". Poppe 1955 
unfortunately does not deal with derivations and Ramstedt 1952 does not 
mention the Mongol suffix although he speaks of the Turkic forms in -yan 
(p. 147). According to Poppe 1927, 97, -yan is a compound of a deverbal 
verb formant -ya and the deverbal noun formant -n (cf. above 10). Modern 
dialects lost the intervocalic -y- or -g-, e.g. mod.Khalkha (dë "food", 
uta "smoke", Buryat ede(n) "food", utan "smoke". Middle Mongolian shows 
the gradual eclipse of the consonant, e.g. in the Muqaddimat al-Adab 
(Poppe 1938, 61) which has yabuyan "pedestrian" « yabu- "to go", but 

ide en "food". 


13, The following conclusions can be drawn from what has been said above: 
a/ boruyan (burayan) can be explained with equal ease from Turkic and 
from Mongol. 
b/ However, as CT actually has a verb bora- "to storm", it seems more 


likely that the name of the wind is of Turkic origin. The many examples 
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in Turkic of the deverbal, participial formation boran constitutes a 
further argument in favor of this interpretation. Doerfer's contention 
(TMEN I, 219) that the Turkic forms are borrowings from Mongol can nei- 
ther be proved nor disproved but seems unlikely. 

c/ The verbo-nominal root bor(a) could be projected into Proto Turco- 
Mongol and the same may be the case with borayan. 

d/ I do not think that the Tunguz words given under 5 directly reflect 
a CTU root. Nanay bora may be a direct loan from Turkic, Evk. burga may 


have Uralic connections. With these I am going to deal in what follows. 


+ * * 


14. We have seen (above 6) that at present the Ugric — Vogul and Ostiak 
— forms are not equated with Fi. purku by authoritative specialists. 
They may be wrong, but from our standpoint the matter is virtually ir- 
relevant. In recent works, such as Sinor 1970, 1973, 1975, I proposed a 
number of Uralo-Tunguz lexical correspondences, and in two of these 
(1970, 1975) I paid special attention to the interrelation between Tun- 
guz on the one hand and Ugric and Samoyed on the other. István Futaky's 
fine study (1975) has brought scores of examples of Tunguz loanwords in 
Ostiak. His investigation, limited to Ostiak, has shown that contacts 
between this language and Tunguz dialects existed after the breaking-up 
of the Ob-Ugric community. Within the material collected Futaky distin- 
guishes two layers (A and B) of borrowings. The earlier of these shows 
borrowings from Southern Tunguz (Nanay), while the later stratum consists 


mainly of words taken from Evenki. 


I think it is reasonably safe to assume that-the Ob-Ugric and Tunguz 
forms of our wind name belong together and that the correspondence should 
be added to those established by Futaky, myself, and others. But what 
about Fi. purku? No satisfactory answer can be given to this question but 
it should be borne in mind that at least one other correspondance exists 
between Finnish and Tunguz — Fi. poro "reindeer" (cf. Sinor 1975, 255) — 
and that the word for "ski" is common to CTU and FU. As I have pointed 
out in Sinor 1975, 261, the majority of the FU ~ TU correspondances belong 
to an arctic vocabulary, and "(snow)storm" may well qualify under such 
heading. We may include into this group Yakut burya, phonetically as well 
as semantically identical with the Evenki word. I feel quite certain that 
the Ob-Ugric and Tunguz forms have to be connected and that, somehow, the 


Finnish word also belongs to the group. 
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The next question to be answered concerns the relationship, if any, be- 
tween the Turco-Mongol forms on the one hand and the Ugro-Tunguz words 


on the other. 


15. The FU words cannot be explained by FU derivational processes. 
Whether connected or net, neither group (cf. above 6) has a satisfactory 
etymology. The situation is different in Evenki. Evk. burga could 

be a deverbal noun of the type of Evk. debge "food" < deb- "to eat", 
tetige "cloth, dress" < tet- "to put on, to wear", (Logg "the period of 
ripening" < ila- "to ripen", baldaga "slippery" < balda- "to slip", etc. 
(Cf. Vasilevic 1958, 749, Konstantinova 1964, 97). But Evenki has no verb 
*bur to derive it from. 


The -ya, -ge deverbal noun formant appears also in Mongol and in Turkic, 
it might be PA, or at least CA. The Mongol suffix is used fairly frequent- 
ly, e.g. MOClass. kitu- "to cut" > kituya "knife". On this suffix cf. 
Poppe 1927, 94-95, and also 118-119 where it is equated with PT *-y = *-g. 
There certainly is a Turkic ~ya, -ge deverbal suffix the study of which 
seems to have been neglected. It is mentioned by Bang 1916, 2, 925 unable 
to produce many examples of its use. Räsänen 1957, 124 does not go much 
further and Menges 1968 does not mention it at all. For Middle Turkic, 
Brockelmann 1954, 102 gives quite a few examples. For him -ya, -ge is a 
"Weiterbildung" of -y, -g, a theory which has much to command itself. The 
existence of the suffix is incontrovertible already in OT, e.g. bil- "to 
know" > bilgd "wise". 

As the words of the burya type may be explained by Altaic derivations, it 
is logical to assume that the FU and particularly the Ob-Ugric words are 
borrowings from Altaic where it is possible to postulate a *bor ~ bur 
verbo-nominal root "(to) storm". Only Turkic would have kept this root, 

at least in OT, where it was used either on its own or as a stem for 


derivations. 


16. I think that on the basis of the foregoing it is right to conclude 
that our word or its derivatives appear in virtually all the Uralic and 
Altaic languages but that its origin is Proto-Altaic or possibly only 
Proto Turco-Mongol. The Uralic forms are secondary and reflect early or 
late borrowings from either PA or PTU or, in some cases, from one or the 
other of the living Altaic languages. Each and every one of the Altaic 
forms attested can be explained within the system of Altaic derivational 
morphology. 
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17. The suggestion that within northern Eurasia bor, boran, borayan, etc. 
are of Altaic origin does not exclude the possibility of connections 
reaching further afield. To follow such leads would take me beyond the 
limits assigned to this article, but a few words should be said about 


them. 


The root bur- "snowstorm" is considered nostratic by the chief proponent 
of the theory of such a language family, Illic-Svityc 1971, 188-190. 
Joki 1952, 98 writes: "Diese Wórter scheinen typische (urspr. deskripti- 
ve) Wanderwórter zu sein, die anderswo zu finden sind, u.a. in Nord- 
Amerika, vgl. sogar frz. bourrasque 'Hurrikane'". Both references are 
justified but deserve a few supplemental remarks. French bourrasque 
"squall, gust of wind" was borrowed in the 16th century from Italian 
burrasca, originally a regional word of Venetian origin (cf. Hope 1971, 
166). We are thus back to the Balkans and the Adriatic — cf. also Rou- 
manian bura — and the generally accepted view of Romanists is that these 
words and their cognates continue Greek Bopéac. Cf. Gamillscheg 1928, 
134, Wartburg 1928, 441, Meyer-Lübke 1935, 107. Joki's cryptic remark 
concerning North America probably refers to English hurricane. It is 
generally held (e.g. Onions 1966, 453) that the word is of Caribbean 
origin and came to Europe after the Spanish conquest. Spanish huracán, 
Portuguese furacdo are at the origin of the word "violent storm" present 


in most if not all European languages, e.g. French ouragan, German Orkan, 


Dutch orkaan, Russian OpkaH, etc. etc. 


One just cannot help wondering whether we are faced with a coincidence 

— or something else. If it could be shown that the Caribbean word was im- 
ported by the Iberian conquerors, its identification with burayan et.al. 
would present no major difficulties. These and similarly involved ques- 
tions, such as that of possible cónnections with a root *bVr- "to turn, 
to whirl; to boil" will, perhaps, be clarified by the time colleagues 
from all over the world will celebrate Professor Pentti Aalto's seventi- 


eth birthday. 
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Footnotes 
Lrhe bibliographical abbreviations are listed among the references at 

the end of the article. The sources of Uralic and Altaic vocabulary 

are well known, there was no reason to list them in extenso. To denote 
the languages the following abbreviations were used: CA = Common Altaic, 
Cher. = Cheremis, CT = Common Turkic, CTU = Common Tunguz, Evk. = Evenki, 
Fi. = Finnish, FU = Finno-Ugric, Lp. = Lapp, Ma. = Manchu, MO = Mongol, 
MOClass. = Classical Mongol, Ost. = Ostiak, OT = Old Turkic, PA = Proto- 
Altaic, PFU = Proto Finno-Ugric, PTU = Proto-Tunguz, Sam. = Samoyed, 
Sam, = Ostiak Samoyed, SamYur. = Yurak Samoyed, SH = Secret History of 
the Mongols, TU = Tunguz, TUR = Turkic, Vg. = Vogul, Zyr. = Zyryen. 


? According to Dobrodomov the Turkic boróa, used as a military term, was 
borrowed by some Old Russian sources. 
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Samoyed and Ugric Elements in Old Turkic 


DENIS SINOR 


l. av "Word 


In Old and Middle Turkic there are three principal verbs for “to speak, to 
say”: sözle-, te-, and ay-. On their relationship Clauson (p. 266) has this 
to say: "There is little difference of meaning between ay-, té:- and sózle:-, 
but at any rate in the earliest period ay- seems to be to some extent honor- 
ific, while the others are not. Noted only as below; apparently became 
obsolete when ayit- came to mean ‘to say’. . .." The most complete listing 
of the verb's occurrences is given by Sevortjan (pp. 111-12) who makes 
the following remark: “®opmuı eüm-, əüm-, 4yB. wüm- — H3 aüm- non 
BJIHSHHEM -Ü-. l'ocriozicrByroniteii B COBDeMCHHBIX TIOPKCKHX A3BIKAX ... 
npexjie Bcero B TypelKOM, aaepÓaiJpKaHCcKOM M raray3CKOM — OHa 
BbITeCHeHa APYTHM TJIATONOM — CoüNe-, H3BECTHBIM TAKKE B pane 
ASbIKOB OCTAJIBHbIX apeaJrbHbiX rpynn.” The occurrences of ay- are given 
by Sevortjan (p. 111). 

It is clear that, since ay- cannot be considered Common Turkic, there is 
an a priori likelihood that it is either a loanword oran archaic remnant in 
Old Turkic. I think it must be connected with a Finno-Ugric word, at- 
tested principally in Ostiak. 

A word ay ‘Wort, Kunde, Botschaft, Nachricht, etc.’ is known in vir- 
tually all the Ostiak dialects. There are dialectal variants (dy), and a 
number of derived forms, e.g., av-kel, ay-kil 'Botschaft, Nachricht’. In 
Literary Ostiak (Steinitz, 1950) ay has the meaning ‘Erzählung, Nach- 
richt.” A detailed listing of Ostiak dialectal variants can be found in 
Steinitz, 1966, pp. 14-15; cf. also Paasonen, 1926, p. 7, and Toivonen, 
1948, p. 5. Derivations from the same root appear in Vogul — as signaled 
by Paasonen — e.g., aygel ‘voice, shout’, or in Zyryen ayal — ‘berichten’, 
listed in Steinitz, 1966, 

Phonetically as well as semantically, the correspondence between the 
Finno-Ugric and Turkic words is unassailable. The former do not belong 
to Common Finno-Ugric, and the Turkic words have no correspondents 
in Mongol or in Tunguz. For this reason ay- cannot be considered an 
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Altaic ora Ural-Altaic word. It is either a Ugric loan in Old Turkic, oran 
Old Turkic loan in Ugric, or a borrowing by both from a third, perhaps 
substratum, language. 


2. sab ‘Word’ 

Ugric connections can be established for another word well attested in 
Old and Middle Turkic: sab, sav ‘word, speech’. Clauson (p. 782) who, 
mistakenly, admits only a sav reading, has this to say: “the difference be- 
tween this word and sö:z, if it is not simply one of chronology or dialect 
(sö:z is rather rare in the early period), seems to be one of quantity; sa;v 
seems to mean ‘a (full-length) speech, a narrative or story, a message,’ 
while só:z seems to mean basically ‘a single word, or short utterance.’ 
Very common in the earlier period, but not noted after the XIV century 
except in the hendiaduoin söz sav.” DTS (pp. 478, 491-92) contains a 
fairly complete listing of the occurrences of sab and sav which is certainly 
sufficient for our present purpose. 

As noted by Clauson, the standard Common Turkic expression for 
“word” is söz, after the fourteenth-century sab ~ sav disappeared alto- 
gether from the vocabulary of the Turkic languages. Derived forms such 
as, e.g., Turkmen savci, Uzbek sovéi ‘matchmaker ( < he who speaks on 
behalf of someone)’ are still in use. The word is well attested in Old and 
Middle Turkic (sabdi, savct) in the general meaning “messenger,” hence 
also “prophet.” Relevant data are given by Clauson (p. 785) and DTS (pp. 
478, 479). Cf. also TMEN III (pp. 226-27). Curiously enough, savéi 
appears in an undated but early Mongol manuscript text from Turfan and 
is translated as “Sprecher” by Herbert Franke, 1970 (p. 143). J. Hamilton, 
1974 (p. 114), advances an ingenious and credible explanation for the 
“disappearance” of sab ~ sav which, according to him, developed into soy- 
in Old Anatolian. There it served as a root for the verb soyla- ‘to declare, 
to recite’ and brought about — per analogiam — the transformation of 
the old verb sözle- ‘to speak, to say’ into söyle-. Be that as it may, the fact 
remains that sab ~ sav (hence probably *saß) cannot be considered the 
standard term for “word” in Old Turkic and even less so in Common 
Turkic. The origin of this word already puzzled Radloff (Wörterbuch IV, 
p. 410), who derived it from Chinese! 

Old Turkic sab ~ sav must be connected with the following Ugric 
words: Vogul saw, sou, sang ‘word, sound, voice’; Ostiak sQu, soy ‘voice’, 
saw ‘melody’; Hungarian szó (pronunciation: sd, root: sav-) ‘word’. An 
up-to-date and complete listing of all the forms and of the relevant litera- 
ture appears in MSzFgrE III (pp. 591-92). 
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On phonetic as well as semantic grounds the relation between the 
Turkic and Ugric forms is undeniable. However, it can be and has been 
explained in various ways. Today there is general agreement on the point 
that the Ugric forms have a common origin and that Hungarian szó is not 
a direct borrowing from Turkic, The correct equation for the Turkic and 
Ugric forms quoted above was established by Németh, 1942 (p. 47), in the 
German version of an article first published in Hungarian in 1928. 
Németh saw proof of early Turko-Uralic relations in the correspondence 
between the forms. In Sinor, 1969 (p. 274), I protested against counting 
szó among the basic Finno-Ugric elements of Hungarian. According to 
MSzFgrE, the Common Ugric word was borrowed from Turkic at some 
time prior to the disintegration of Ugric unity. On purely linguistic 
grounds this theory is defensible. It does present a historical problem, 
however, if we try to harmonize it with the chronology usually proposed 
for the separation of the Ugrians from the other Finno-Ugric peoples and 
for the disintegration of the Ugric community. The first event is normally 
thought to have taken place towards the end of the third millennium B.C., 
the second some 1,500 years later, in the first half of the first millennium 
B.c. (Cf. Hajdu, 1975, p. 67.) If we could be certain — which I am not — 
that at that time a Turkic, say Proto-Turkic, unity existed, it would be 
difficult to account for the absence of sab in the Common Turkic vocabu- 
lary. No such difficulties arise if Old Turkic sab is taken to be a Ugric 
loanword. 

Of course, the question of Turko-Ugric linguistic contacts hinges on the 
possibility of intercourse between Ugrians and Turks. On this point, a 
relatively recent interpretation of a passage in the Old Turkic Tonyuquq 
inscription may provide an important clue. According to a reading pro- 
posed by Ramstedt and endorsed by Aalto (1958a, p. 45; 1958b, p. 23), 
line 45 of the inscription contains the name Mancud for a people listed 
among other peoples sending tribute (or perhaps embassies) to the Tiirks. 
Ramstedt and Aalto see in manéud a plural in -ud or -d of the name 
mansi, mänéi, etc., still used as a self-designation by the Voguls. Since the 
same name is most probably also incorporated into the name magyar of 
the Hungarians, it must have been in use before the disintegration of the 
Ugric community. This point concerns us only insofar as it shows that in 
the eighth century A.D., when the Tonyuquq inscription was engraved, 
Manéud could have been the name of any Ugric people. Ligeti, 1964 (p. 
390), rightly calls for caution in the acceptance of the reading, which is, of 
course, hypothetical. But the reading and, with it, the theory of Ugro- 
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Turkic contacts gain credibility through the etymologies of ay and sab 
presented above. 


3. tan ‘Cold Wind’ 

Old and Middle Turkic yunt ‘horse’ seems to occur only in Ottoman. 
References are to be found in Clauson (p. 946) and DTS (p. 281) where 
some forms are given with -d. There is no reason to include yunt in the 
Common Turkic vocabulary. The Samoyed parallels are well known, and 
I have dealt with this question in some detail (Sinor, 1965, pp. 309-319). 
Since that time, I. Vasary, 1971, has convincingly shown that the river 
name Käm, applied in Old Turkic to the Yenisei, is of Samoyed origin. 
According to Vasary (p. 482): “If the name of the river Kam is really of 
Samoyed origin, this fact gives us solid evidence for proving that the 
Samoyeds lived in South-Siberia at a fairly early date, as the name of 
Kam in the Chou-chu refers to the 5th century A.D.” I am quite certain 
that he is right, and that in historical times — and particularly during the 
Türk period — we must reckon not only with Turko-Ugric, but also with 
Turko-Samoyed contacts. In support of this statement I propose another 
Turko-Samoyed equation, which has the added advantage of throwing 
some light on the hitherto unknown origin of a Middle Turkic word. 

Middle Turkic tan ‘cold wind’ (references in Clauson, p. 516); Sagay, 
Koibal, Kaëinsk (Radloff III, p. 822) tan ‘der Wind, der Nordwind, Wind 
der fiir das Werfeln des Getreides passend ist’; Khakas tan ‘setepox’: 
~ Kamass Samoyed ron, t'pn ‘kalter, sanfter Winterwind; Norden, 
Nord-'. Joki, 1944 (p. 68), considers this a loan from the Altai dialects 
mentioned above, and Räsänen, 1969 (p. 460), adopts the same view, 
adding kumandin tang to the list of Turkic forms. Of course, it is perfectly 
possible that the Turkic word was borrowed by Kamass, but the process 
could also have taken place in the inverse direction. Once more, I do not 
wish to exclude the possibility that tan was an area word — with a very 
limited geographical distribution — which was preserved by Turkic as 
well as by Samoyed. | 

The region of the Altai, like most high mountain ranges, was a reservoir 
of archaic languages and a refuge for peoples unable to assert themselves 
against their more powerful Turkic, and specifically Türk, neighbors. 
The Ugric and Samoyed elements of Old and Middle Turkic have much to 
say about the early history of the Türks. 


Indiana University 
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THE ORIGIN OF TURKIC BALIQ “TOWN” 


by 
DENIS SINOR 
Bloomington, Indiana 


Written sources and excavations provide irrefutable proof of the 
existence of large, permanent settlements in Inner Asia. Some of 
these were on a modest scale and cannot be traced easily. Others 
were true cities in the modern sense of the word, centers of trade, 
of artisanal or administrative activities. Some settlements of peoples 
as diverse as the Khazars, the Uighurs, the Kitans, or the Mongols 
would qualify as veritable townships. Yet it is obvious that in the 
course of their recorded history the great majority of Altaic peoples 
neither built nor resided in cities and that — with a few exceptions 
such as Old Bulghar - those that had been constructed were relatively 
short-lived. It is reasonable to assume that permanent settlements 
were not an essential feature of the culture of the Altaic peoples, a 
proposition I would be ready to reverse: the Altaic languages devel- 
oped towards their present state of similarity among the non 
permanently settled peoples of Inner Asia. 

An examination of Altaic words designating smaller or bigger 
permanent settlements — such as villages, hamlets, cities, towns — 
will show that most of them are borrowings from non-Altaic lan- 
guages. A few examples to illustrate my point: 

Persian Jahr “city” appears in a great number of modern Turkic 
languages such as Turkmen saver, Kumyk Sagar, Mod. Uighur éahar, 
Kazakh dart, Kirghiz sar. 

Arabic kal'a was borrowed inter alia by Turkish kale ‘‘fortress,” 
Nogay kala “city,” Tatar kale “city,” Kazakh gala “village,” etc. 

The old Sogdian kné “city” survived in modern languages such 
as Azeri, Kumyk gent "village," Kazakh kent. As well known the 
word appears in a number of Central Asian toponyms such as Tash- 
kent, Samarkand, Ozkend, Ordukend, etc.’ (Cf. Rakhmatov 1973; 
Bailey 1979, 51; Jarring 1964, 54: bes kent:.) 


1 The bibliographical references are listed at the end of the article. The 
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Not unexpectedly many Altaic languages use Russian loan words. 
Russian gorod “city” appears in the same form with the same 
meaning e.g. in Kazakh and Khakas. Russian selo “village” occurs 
in its unaltered form and with the same meaning not only in Nogay, 
Kazakh, Kirghiz, Khakas among the Turkic languages, but also in 
Evenki and Even. Less frequent are the borrowings of Russian 
derevnja "village" which appears e.g. in Kazakh, Khakas and also in 
Yakut dériébnié. 

Some appellations are descriptive. Under this head belong Turkic 
words such as Mod. Uighur gislag, Uzbek gislog, Kirghiz qistaq for 
“village” though the original meaning of the word was ''winter- 
quarters." Modern Mongol suurin “village” derives from sayu- “to 
sit.” Semantically it is similar to English settlement. The Mongol 
word passed also into Tuvin suur. 

* * ox 


There does exist a Turkic word which at first sight seems to belong 
to the original vocabulary: balig "city." In Old and Middle Turkic 
baliq is the standard word for “city.” Occurrences are listed in 
Clauson 1972, 335. The word appears also as a component in place 
names such as Be3baliq, Qanbaliq, Yangibalig, etc. In a Tibetan text 
of the eighth century it is transcribed pa-lig as a component of 
Ba-ker pa-lig = Bagir baliq “Copper city."* With the exception of 
archaic Sariy Yuyur — where according to TeniSev 174 it appears in 
the meaning of “wall, fence”’- and Khalaj balug “village” (cf. Doerfer 
1975, 259), , balig is not common in modern Turkic languages. It 
does not belong to the basic Common Turkic vocabulary, but it is 
an Old Turkic word which percolated into Middle Turkic and has 
never gained general acceptance in the other Turkic languages. 
There is no reason for considering it of Proto Turkic origin. 
* * * 


Käsyari distinguished between three words baliq in form but 
meaning respectively “fish,” “mud,” “city.” One might speculate, 


sources of Uralic and Altaic vocabulary are well known; they are given here 
only for rare or exceptional forms. The following abbreviations are used: 
CT. = Common Turkic; CTU. = Common Tunguz, FU. = Finno-Ugric, 
IE. = Indo-European, Ma. = Manchu, MO. = Mongol, MOAne. = Ancient 
(Middle) Mongol, MOClass. = Classical Mongol, PA. = Proto Altaic, PFU. = 
Proto Finno-Ugrie, PT. = Proto Turkic, PTU. = Proto Tunguz, PU. = 
Proto Uralic, TU. = Tunguz, TUR. = Turkic. 

1 Cf. Ligeti 1971, 177, with references to earlier studies. Uray 1979, 299—300 
gives another instance of the Tibetan transcription of balig. 
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as some did, that the eleventh century author somehow linked 
“mud” with “city.” Were it so, his opinion would still not have a 
decisive value; Káéyari's etimologies are often incorrect. According 
to Professor Robert Dankoff - who very obligingly informed me of 
the relevant material found in his yet to be published edition of the 
Divan — “had Käsyari felt that the word meaning ‘mud’ was the 
basis, in any way whatsoever, of the word meaning ‘fortress, city’ 
he would have said so." (Letter of August 21, 1980.) Bang and 
Gabain 1929, 13, suggested that baliq “city” must “irgendwie” be 
connected with words meaning "Lehm." The example of toy given 
by them has since then lost its relevancy as it has become clear that 
of the two homonyms one does have the meaning of “‘clay” but the 
other stands for “camp” and, hence, “community” and not for 
“city.” Doerfer II, 257 tentatively accepts the idea that “clay” was 
the original meaning of balig and that the meaning “city” developed 
through the semantic change “clay wall" > “place surrounded by 
clay walls.” 

TUR. balig has been equated routinely with MOClass. balyasun 
“city.” The most extreme opinion is well put by Poppe 1960, 122 
who derives both forms from an Altaic *balaka “city.” MOClass. 
balyasun appears as bala’asun in the Secret History and, according to 
Poppe, baliq derived from *balaka through an intermediary form 
*balg.® Between the Turkic and Mongol words Poppe postulates a 
genetic relationship and so does also Ramstedt 1957, 56. The latter 
quotes also MOClass. balyan “Gebäude, Städte,” a word which - 
as it sometimes happens with forms cited by Ramstedt — does not 
seem to exist. Räsänen 1969, 60 accepts Poppe’s equation. Others 
consider balyasun a very early Turkic loan in Mongol. This is the 
view expressed by Clauson 335 and shared also by Doerfer II, 257-258. 

H. C. von der Gabelentz was the first, in 1832, to link balig ~ 
balyasun with Manchu falga (p. 3). Hauer gives for Ma. falga ~ falha 
the following meanings: “1/ abgegrenzter Platz, Stelle; 2/ Stadt- 
viertel; 3/ Amtsstelle, Geschaftszimmer, Biro; 4/ Grossfamilie, 
Sippe.” TUR. baliq ~ MO. balyasun ~ Ma. falga are compared, 
among others, also by Ramstedt 1935, 31. Without further specifying 
his misgivings Doerfer I, 216 notes that the initial f- of the Manchu 
word may invalidate the equation. He probably has in mind the 


3 A final Jo would be most unusual for Turkic and, therefore, it would be 


better to posit *balgV. It so happens that baliq “fish” has such a variant in 
Armeno-Kipchak balyi. Cf. Tryjarski 1968, 107. 
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fact that the usual reflexes of CT. b- are MO. b- and TU b-. E.g. 
CT. boz "grey" ~ MO. boro ~ Evk. borong; CT. buyday “wheat”? ~ 
MO. buyuday ~ CTU. buda “millet” (Cf. Cincius 102); CT. buyu 
“deer” ~ MO. buyu ~ CTU. buyu. Of course these equations do not 
necessarily represent Proto Altaic roots. Thus, for example, the 
word for “wheat”? was probably borrowed by Mongol and Tunguz 
from Turkic, whereas the word for "deer!" could be a Mongol-Tun- 
guz word borrowed by Turkic. From our present point of view — the 
clarification of the origin of balig — all that matters is to identify the 
usual Tunguz reflexes of Turkic-Mongol b-. 

There is at least one incontrovertible example of TUR. b- ~ MO. 
b- ~ Ma. f-: bagsi ~ bayst ~ faké “teacher, religious, scribe." This, 
of course, is a Chinese loan word, taken over by Turkic whence it 
passed first into Mongol and then into Manchu. There is a learned 
excursus on bagsi in Doerfer II, 271-277 where the Manchu word is 
derived directly from Chinese or from Sino-Korean. In this case 
straight borrowing from Chinese into Manchu seems impossible on 
account of the final -k of the first syllable. A Korean origin cannot 
be ruled out, though it would have to be shown that Ma. f- is a usual 
reflex of Korean p-. 

The TUR. b- ~ Ma. f- correspondence is attested also in another, 
complicated case: TUR. balya ~ Ma. folgo/folho “hammer.” Clearly, 
balya is not a Common Turkic word. It is unknown in Old and Middle 
Turkic but it is attested in Karakalpak, Uzbek balga, Kirghiz balka 
and some other dialects listed in Doerfer II, 256, where references 
can. be found to the often repeated Sumerian, Akkadian and Indo- 
European etymologies of this word. Doerfer is wisely sceptical on 
this subject but also rejects, without indicating his reasons for doing 
so, the equation of balya with Mongol aluga “hammer” (accepted 
for instance by Poppe 1960, 11) and with the Tunguz group of 
words to which Ma. folho ~ folgo is usually reckoned. Cincius IT, 313 
gathers all the relevant forms, e.g. Evenki, Negidal halka; Oroch 
halua ~ haluva; Orok palo ~ paloa ~ paloya ~ paluya; Manchu 
folho, and equates them with MOAnc. haluga, MOClass. aluga 
“hammer.” Perhaps Doerfer was puzzled with the first syllable o of 
the Manchu word which is somewhat unusual facing a but is not 
unparalleled. Cf. e.g. CTU. talu ““birchbark” ~ Ma. tolhon (Cincius 
I, 61), CTU kanggu- “to ask" ~ Ma. fonji- (Cincius IT, 314-315). 

In my opinion the sound correspondences exemplified on TUR. 
bagši ~ Ma. faks and TUR. balya ~ Ma. folgo/folho justify the 
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linkage of Ma. falga to TUR. balig, MO. balyasun, but it may not be 
superfluous to say a word on the TUR. b- ~ Ma. f- correspondence. 

It is probably safe to say that the “‘sound-law” deriving TUR. Ø 
m~ MOAnc. k- ~ PTU *p- > Ma. f- from PA. *p- is among the most 
hackneyed statements of comparative Altaic phonology. That it 
rests on foundations less solid than it had first appeared to its 
discoverers does not seem to diminish its appeal. The difficulty of 
proving this equation is well exemplified by Poppe 1960, 11-12. Of 
the thirty-two sets of correspondences given by him in support, only 
four contain any Turkic forms and even these are not all convincing. 
The hitch lies in the fact that MOAnc. h- ~ PTU *p- > Ma. f- may 
perhaps continue a Proto Mongol-Tunguz or even PA. *p- but the 
Turkic reflex of such a sound is b- rather than Ø. In his truly funda- 
mental article on initial A. in Mongol Pelliot has called attention to 
“la survivance sporadique en turc, sous forme b-, de l'ancienne 
initiale labiale sourde généralement amuie“ (1925, 245), and he did 
so specifically in connection with TUR. balga ~ MOAnc. haluya. 
On p. 262 of the same article Pelliot stated: “‘Peut-étre faut-il 
admettre que, dès avant le processus *p ou Ze > h- > O, le *p- ou 
*g- initial était passé en prototurc à b- dans un certain nombre de 
mots et s’est ainsi maintenu.” 

In Sinor 1944, 234-235 I further — though insufficiently — elabo- 
rated the matter, pointing out that in some instances PA *p- was 
represented by b- not only in Turkic but also in Tunguz. I also 
advanced the rather daring hypothesis that Indo-European Uralic 
Altaic comparisons seem to show two sets of sound correspondences: 

1/ IE. *p- ~ Uralic ~ *p- ~ Altaic *p-! (PTU. *p- ~ MO. 
*p- > h- > Ø ~ TUR. Ø). 

2] IE. *bh- ~ PU. *p- ~ PA *p-? (PTU. *p- ~ MO. *p- >h- > 
Ø ~ TUR. b-). 

Of course many questions remain to be answered but this isnot the 
place to do so. For our present purpose all we have to accept for 
granted is that 1/ in some cases TUR. b- continues PA. *p-, 2/ in 
others we can establish a TUR. b- ~ MO. b- ~ Ma. f- correspondence 
which may very well be the result of borrowings rather than of 
genetic relationship. To this category would belong TUR. baliq ~ 
MO. balyasun ~ Ma. falga. In this case it seems likely that the 
Manchu word was borrowed from Mongol which is a loan from Turkic. 
The question now arises where is the origin-of the Turkic word ? 


* + * 
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The Ugric languages have a common word for “village:” Vogul 
pil, pel, papl, etc.; Ostiak piüyot, püyal, ete.; Hungarian falu. Ac- 
cording to generally accepted opinion these forms continue a Proto 
Ugrie *palyV in which the quality of the second vowel is unde- 
termined. (Cf. MSzFE. I, 180-181; TESz. I, 836-837.) Whether the 
Finnish word palva-, which appears as a component in some place- 
names, belongs to this group is an unresolved question of no direct 
relevance to our subject. 

Sauvageot 1930, proposed two different etymologies for the same 
Ugric words. On pp. 17-18 he equated them with Turkic ayil, aul 
"enclosure," MO. ayil “family, settlement," Ma. falga ~ falha, and 
hinted at the possibility of a connection with MO. balyasun. On p. 59, 
without further ado he linked Uralic *pVIk with Ma. falga ~ falha, 
MO. balyasun, TUR. balig. In 1934 in ETSz. s. v. falu Gombocz and 
Melich accepted the equation between the Ugric and Altaic (baliq, 
balyasun, falga) words. Räsänen 1955, 5 compared the Ugric words 
with TUR. ayil, MO. ayıl, Ma. falga ~ falha. He repeated the same 
etymology in Räsänen 1969, s. v. ayil where he listed further Turkic 
data. I do not quite know how to interpret Menges 1954, 689 where, 
à propos of TUR. ayil ~ MO. ayil he writes: “Steht in Parallele zu 
einer mong.-tung.-uralischen Verwandtschaftsreihe: Qytan (Ljao) 
wa-li ‘Lager,’ DZüréen eu-lä ‘Hof,’ Mandžu fala(n), falga ‘Dorf 
(auch andered Bedtgn.),’ Ungar. fälu, St. fälv- ‘Dorf’.” Sevortjan 
1974, 84, s.v. ayil lists the relevant etymologies without taking 
sides. 

The equation proposed by Gombocz and Melich in the Etsz. is 
perfectly acceptable on condition that it is not considered rooted in 
Proto Uralic-Altaic. On the Uralic side the word is attested only in 
Ugric. On the Altaic side, as I have pointed out, balig is not a 
Common Turkic word and, & fortiori, cannot be considered Common 
Altaic. It has been shown that TUR. b- does in some cases continue 
PA. *p-. There is no reason why it should not continue a Uralic *p- 
particularly if we consider that - in the case of balig, attested only 
in Old Turkic — we may have to do with simple sound substitution, 
since Old Turkic did not have the voiceless labial explosive. 

Only one question remains to be answered: what is the likelihood 
of a Ugric borrowing in Old Turkic, or — conversely — should we see 
in the Ugric forms a loan from Turkic? The second alternative is 
most unlikely since it presupposes a Turkic loan word in the Proto 
Ugric language, taken over before the dissolution of the Ugric unity. 
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The first alternative presents no such problems. Old Turkic has a 
number of Ugric and Samoyed loan words. In an article entitled 
“Samoyed and Ugric Elements in Old Turkic” and to be published 
in a Festschrift honoring Omeljan Pritsak, and also in Smor 1965 I 
have listed some of these. Old Turkic ay “word,” sab “word,” tan 
“cold wind,” yuni "horse" belong to the category into which I place 
the equation Ugric *palyV ~ TUR. baliq ~ MO. balyasun ~ Ma. 
jalga. The Turkic word is a loan from Ugric. 
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The proper name Umay, borne by a supernatural being, is 
well attested in Old Turkic though the context in which it 
appears often does not allow an unambiguous interpretation, and 
the exact function of this quasi deity is nowhere specified. 

I will disregard here earlier speculations on the role Umay 
may have played in the Türk system of beliefs, since most of 
these have been adequately surveyed by Potapov 1972, 268-269. 

Clauson 1972, 164-165, gives the following definition of 
umay: "Originally, 'placenta, afterbirth'; also used as the 
name of the (only?) Turkish goddess, whose particular function 
was to look after women and children, possibly because this 
object was supposed to have magic qualities." 

A key sentence for the interpretation of the word occurs 
in line 38 of the Tonyuquq inscription. The reading itself, 
tengri Umay ïduq yer suv basa berti, causes no major problem. 
Oddly enough, Clauson does not cite this passage under the heading 
umay, but translates it on p.371, s.v. BSA: "the goddess Umay 
and the sacred land and water crushed them for our benefit". 
Tekin 1968, 268, views Tengri and Umay as two different entities 
and not as a compound in which Tengri qualifies Umay: “Heaven 
and Umay, and the Holy Spirits of the Earth and Water obviously 
favored us in succeeding (to overcome the difficulties)", a trans- 
lation couched in unidiomatic English. Aalto 1958, 43 
also assumes that three separate divinities or spirits are here 
mentioned. He translates the passage as follows: "Der Tayri, 
die Umai, die heiligen Jir Sub haben sie niederdrückend gegeben 
(= uns zu Gunsten niedergedrückt)." It will be noted that he 


considers Umay feminine. Giraud 1961, 63, shares the idea of three, 
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perhaps even four entities: "Tengri, Oumay, la Terre et l'Eau 
Sacrées firent pression (sur moi)". Kononov 1980, 195, proposes 
a similar interpretation: "HKoxeuxo [umennol Heóo, Yua, [nama] 
CBHameHHag 3emAg-BoNa gapoBanu [Ham] nobeny". ~ Whatever the 
exact meaning of basa berti may be, I would agree with the view 
that in this sentence Tengri and Umay are separate entities. 

The name Umay appears also in the Kul tegin inscriptions 
(I E 31): Umay täg ógüm qatun qutinga inim Kül tegin ar at bulti. 
The translation of this sentence poses some difficulties. Clauson 
1972, 165, renders the first part of the sentence with "under the 
auspices of my mother who is like (the goddess) Umay", whereas 
on p.594 (s.v. kut) he has "because my lady mother. who resembles 
(the goddess) Umay, enjoyed the favour of heaven".  Tekin 1968, 
268, translates: "my younger brother Prince Kül got (his) adult 
name (- he was lifted up among grown-ups), by the good luck of 
my Umay-like mother, the katun." I would suggest that gatun 
qualifies gut and, hence, there is no reason to translate the 
latter - as does Clauson - by "the favor of heaven". The compound 
is of the same type as tdug gut, a title of the late Uighur kings. 
Since gatun is the highest rank a woman could hold, I would take 
it here to be an adjective, in the sense of "royal" and would 
translate: "my younger brother Kil tegin attained manhood by the 
royal favor of my Umay-like mother". Because of the care lavished 
on her children, the Qatun deserved to be compared to Umay, their 
principal protector. At bulti of course does mean (as given by 
Clauson 1972, 332, s.v. bul-) "acquired his adult name", but the 


meaning of it, I believe, is that given in my suggested translation. 
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There are quite a few - a dozen or so - sentences in Old or 
Middle Turkic in which umay appears. There is evidence that it was 
used as a personal name for men, e.g. in a contract published in 
Radloff-Malov No. 5, or in one of the smaller inscriptions of the 
Ienissei, where an Umay beg is mentioned. (Malov 1952, 53.) There 
is nothing unusual in this. In Christian societies, the name of 
Mary is often given to male children; moreover - as we shall see - 
the uni-sexuality of Umay is by no means certain. Finally, it is 
quite possible that the name was used also by girls. A clearly 
benevolent spirit is evoked in the Buddhist litany (F.W.K. Müller 
1910, 53) in which the worshiper declares yükünürmn ädgülüg Uma 
qatun, "I bow to the benevolent Uma qatun". I do not think that 
importance has to be attached to the admittedly unexplained absence 
of the final -y. There can be little doubt that in the Middle Turkic 
proverb (cf. Clauson 1972, 165) Umayga tapinsa oyul bulur "if one 
worships Umay, one gets a son", Umay refers to the spirit mentioned 
in the previous quotes and not to what is the word's primary 
meaning, "womb, placenta". 

Umay appears as the name of a feminine organ in some medico- 
magical texts Rachmati 1936, 27, 16: umay kic tüssär, "if the 
placenta drops out late", ibid., 41, 15: bi& ygrminc ir-vang 
atly uzik ol . umai Oz-à uryu ol "the fifteenth letter, called 
ir-vang should be applied to the umay (womb?)". In a citation made 
from a hitherto unpublished Uighur manuscript, Zieme-Kara 1978, 

64, umay, without any doubt, stands for "womb". 

Among modern languages umai appears only in Shor (Radloff Wb. I, 

1788) and in Khakas (imay). In Radloff's definition umai stands for 


"ein guter Schutzgeist der Kinder; der Geist, der die Seelen der 


1774 BR PHESdTSaTAA TH 


Verstorbenen fortführt". Clearly, umai is not part of the Common 
Turkic vocabulary. 

The word appears also in Tunguz, Ivanov 1954, 234, lists 
a few forms, most of which have a religious connotation. Evenki 
has ome (in Vasilevié 1958 omi) "womb, uterus", and Cincius II, 
16, gives Solon oMe& "womb" which she equates with Mongol umai. 

In the Mongol sphere this word is universally attested in what 

I consider its primary, original meaning, namely "womb, placenta". 
It appears in Classical as well as in Modern Literary Mongol, in 
the Oirat Literary language, in Kalmuck (ooma), in Buriat, and 

is attested also in Ordos. Middle Mongol data seem to be rare, 
possibly because of the specialized meaning. A not very thorough 
search yielded only one occurrence, in the Leiden manuscript (Poppe 
1927, 1261) in the compound kindik umai "navel". 

The cult of and belief in Umay (or Imay), a mostly feminine 
tutelary spirit has survived until our time among the Turkic 
peoples of South Siberia and the Altai, and also among the Tunguz 
of North Eastern Siberia. When personified, the role of Umay 
resembles that which is usually attributed to a guardian angel in 
the Catholic faith. It is usually assumed that if, in hís dream, 
the child laughs or talks he communes with Umay; if he cries, 

Umay possibly abandoned him for a short while. Illness may signal 
a more prolonged absence of Umay and in such cases a shaman may 

be called upon to cause the return of Umay to her ward. Oftentimes 
Umay is thought of as the keeper of the souls of children yet 
unborn. Among the Tunguz, Umay may be male or female, even androgy- 
nous, the definition of the personality being of lesser importance 


than its function. 
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Among the Sagays, Shors and Beltirs located on the left 
bank of the Abakan river, the term umay refers to the soul of 
the child from the moment of his birth until about his third year, 
the time when he walks freely and speaks with some fluency. From 
this time on, right up to the individual's death, the soul bears 
the name qut. The term umay is applied also to the umbilical cord 
of the child which, after being cut, is placed in a small leather 
pouch and attached to the child's cradle. 

On occasion the help of a shaman may be requested for the 
sinister purpose of abducting the soul of an infant. Such a highly 
secretive practice aims at transferring the soul of a healthy 
infant either into the body of one seriously ill, or into the 
womb of a woman thought to be sterile. As a result of the transfer 
(called Umay or Imay tutarya), the sick child may recover, the 
sterile woman may become pregnant, but the child who purveyed the 
umai will die. It is not my aim to examine here the religious 
aspects of the question; I simply refer to the general belief that 
Umay is closely linked to motherhood, childbirth and small children. 
(For more material on the varlous functions of the spirit Umay 
cf. Potapov 1972, Ivanov 1954, 234-235, both with further refer- 
ences. Nahodil 495-496, and Lot-Falck 195 contain some original 


views.) 


k k * 


Potapov 1972, 285, wonders whether the agreement between the 
Turkic proper name and the Mongol word umay "womb, placenta" is 
the result of an incorporation of Turkic elements into Mongol 
ethnicity or should be viewed as an ancient, lexical heritage 


shared by Turks and Mongols.) In my opinion the fact that the word 
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first appears in Turkic cannot be taken for a proof of the Turkic 
origin of the beliefs attached to it; there are no Mongol texts 
of a date as early as the Orkhon inscriptions though, of course, 
Mongols did exist at that time. I feel quite certain that the 
proper name is a secondary, functional adaptation of the Mongol 
word for "womb, placenta, uterus". 

The question now arises: is it reasonable to assume that the 
Türks honored a spirit with a Mongol name, in other words that 
they included into their system of beliefs a spirit of Mongol 
origin? 

Although it is a well established fact that Turkic loan words 
appear in Middle Mongol as early as the 14th century, the presence 
of Mongol loan words in Old and Middle Turkic is the subject of 
some controversy and has even been categorically denied. Thus 
Clauson 1958, 177-78, could state that "In the whole of this large 
vocabulary {Old and Middle Turkic] there are no words which could 
be identified as Mongolian...". 

More recently, Larry V. Clark 1977, dealt with the question 
in a well-documented, learned article and concluded that "On 
present evidence one may state with some confidence that the 
influence of the Mongol languages is first exerted on the Turkic 
languages in the Middle Turkic period."-(p. 126). Clark reached 
this conclusion by examining 110 entries of Rásünen's Versuch 
eines etymologischen Wörterbuch der Türksprachen (Helsinki 1969); 
essentially, his article is a refutation of the etymologies 
proposed by Rasanen. He did not go much beyond this corpus, and 
curiously enough the word umay escaped his attention, although 
Rásánen, p. 513, clearly identifies the Turkic word with the Mongol 
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term for "matrix, womb". 

I do not quite see how, in the light of the examination of 
the role and nature of the tutelary spirit Umay, this identifi- 
cation can be challenged. It is only in Mongol that the name has 
a meaning as a common noun, namely, as we have seen “matrix, 
womb". The functions of the spirit Umay, among Turks, Mongols or 
Tunguz, is perfectly consonant with this basic meaning of the word, 
a fact that has been recognized by all those who studied this 
spirit in detail. 

In Sinor 1972, where I dealt with the presence of a Turkic 
word in the Mongol letter written in 1305 by Öljeitü to Philip 
the Fair, I expressed the opinion that taluy “sea, ocean" which 
appears in the Old Turkic inscriptions was of Mongol origin. Clark 
1977, 153, took issue with this assumption though, in his own 
words "it must be admitted that it is possible". Well, at that 
time this was all I meant to show. Since dalai is a word in general 
use among Mongols, whereas taluy is clearly not Common Turkic, 

I continue to consider the latter a borrowing from Mongol. In Sinor 
1970, I suggested that Old and Middle Turkic tusu “usefulness, 
advantage, profit" was probably a Mongol loan. Clark 1977, 157, 
thought otherwise. There are methodological considerations behind 
all this. In my view the main criterion in determining the direc- 
tion in which a loan was made is the areal distribution of the 
word. Thus if it is common to the Mongol languages but occurs only 
in one or a very few Turkic dialects (mainly in those of the Altai 
region, saturated with Mongol influence), I regard it as origin- 


ally Mongol. 
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In Sinor 1965, 1979 and 1981, I called attention to Samoyed 
and Ugric influence on the Old Turkic vocabulary. In Sinor 1982 
and 1984, I assembled considerable and varied material to show 
that not only was the Türk empire multinational but that the 
very Turk people was a complex conglomerate of various ethnic 
and linguistic elements. The material presented here was intended 
to provide further evidence for this view. If my paper has any 
merit, it is not in its reasserting a connection noticed previously 
but in showing that Mongol influence can also be detected within 


the Turk civilization. 


NOTE 


1. Gabain's identification (1977, 59) of Umay with Humai "Schwester 
von Säsän, dem Sohn von Bahman, die selbst Herrscherin wurde", 


cannot be sustained for lack of any supporting evidence. 
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The Turkic title tutuq rehabilitated 


DENIS SINOR, Indiana University, Bloomington 


In the 1970s the much regretted Alessio Bombaci (1970, 1974, 1976) wrote a 
series of masterful studies on Old Turkic titles. I cannot here emulate him in 
the richness of the documentation or the thoroughness of his research. But, I 
think it is worth my while to present a new interpretation—or, rather: revive an 
old one—of the Old Turkic title rutuq which, as I will endeavor to show, 
deserves one. 

Speculation about the origin of tutug began as soon as the title was encoun- 
tered in the Orkhon inscriptions. V. Thomsen (1896, p. 154) put the question: 
“rutuq ... est-il un mot turc (de tut-, tenir) ou bien est-il identique à tou-tou,! 
titre chinois, par exemple des chefs des Karlouk, gouverneur général ...?". A 
year later Barthold (1897, p. 24) repeated the same explanation, and asked the 
same question. F. W. K. Müller, who encountered the title mentioned in a 
Manichaean Pahlavi text discovered in the Turfan region, opted for the Chi- 
nese etymology (1912, p. 212), followed by Pelliot (1912, p. 192 of the Journal 
asiatique, p. 216 of the offprint), and again 1925, p. 261. Marquart (1914, p. 94) 
expressed the idea in most positive terms: "Jedenfalls ist der Titel tutug, 
alttürk. tutug, dem chinesischen tu-tug entlehnt und stammt aus jener Epoche, 
als die Chinesen, nachdem sie die beiden ersten türkischen Reiche seit 630 
alimahlich zur Auflósung gebracht hatten, in den, von den Türken beherrsch- 
ten Gebieten eine Art chinesischer Verwaltungsorganisation einführten, wobei 
die einheimischen Fürsten zu Statthaltern (tu-tug) ernannt wurden." 

On the authority of scholars as eminent as those just cited, the Chinese origin 
of tutuq gained general acceptance and has been repeated in works of general 
interest, such as Grousset (1939, p. 265), and accepted by Turcologists such as 
Räsänen (1969, p. 502), DTS. (p. 593), and Clauson (p. 453), who vocalizes 
totok. 

The phonetic basis of the identification, of course, is the presence, in T'ang 
times, of a final, voiceless explosive -q in the second element of tu-tu. The 
forms cited by Marquart should have been preceded by an asterisk *. 

According to Hucker (1985, p. 544), the Chinese title tu-tu "probably origi- 
nated in Later Han, possibly as early as the first Later Han reign, designating a 
man given overall command of the empire's military forces’. The meaning 
"commander-in-chief'' remained attached to the term in the Han — Sung period 
and under the Sui. In T'ang times, according to Hucker, the principal meaning 
was ''supervisor-in-chief"'. There is no need for us to examine the exact 
functions performed by the men bearing this title, they are often difficult to 


! The Chinese characters for tu-tu are: ap ee To simplify printing, they will not be repeated in 
this article. 


define. According to Robert des Rotours (1976, p. 23), ‘’Parfois, spécialement 
dans les régions frontiéres, les préfectures étaient elles-mémes groupées en 
gouvernements généraux (tou-tou-fou). A la tête des gouvernements généraux 
se trouvait un gouverneur général (fou-tou) dont le rang variait avec l'impor- 
tance du gouvernement”. In the words of Otto Franke (1937, vol. IH, p. 317), 
"Die Herkunft des Namens tu-tu (allgemeiner Kontrolleur?) ist dunkel wie die 
ursprüngliche Bedeutung des Amtes". Liu Mau-tsai (1958, p. 523 er passim) 
renders tu-tu with “‘Generalgouverneur’’. 

Doerfer II, pp. 452—457 gives a broad survey of the various occurrences of 
tutug in Turkic and also in other languages which borrowed it. He too favors 
the Chinese etymology, and vocalizes totuq. 

The presence in Old Turkic of Chinese titles (as distinct from titles of 
Chinese origin!) should cause no surprise. The close political interaction be- 
tween Chinese and Türks made such borrowings inevitable. Ecsedy (1965) has 
given close examination to some of them. The real question is whether tutuq— 
as she and many others have thought — was one of these borrowings. If not, two 
possibilities remain open. Áccording to the first, the Chinese word may be a 
loan from Turkic. 

This hypothesis cannot be discarded out-of-hand. Chinese would be a very 
extraordinary language had it not borrowed words and we know that some 
. Chinese words are traceable to the Altaic world. In fact Pelliot (1925, p. 261) 
suggested that the Chinese may even have re-borrowed Turkic words of 
Chinese origin. Military or political titles would, a priori, qualify as likely 
candidates for such borrowings, yet I do not think that tu-tu could be one of 
them. I believe that, most probably, it is a genuinely Chinese title. 

As I see it, we must reckon with the coexistence of two similar titles: Turkic 
tutuq and Chinese *to-tog. The latter entered Japanese in the form totoku, and, 
written fofoy, appears also in the Sino-Mongolian inscription published by 
Cleaves (1949). The o reading is vouched here by the Chinese transcription of 
the term. The Tibetan form to-dog is also based on the Chinese form. Since 
Sogdian writing does not distinguish between o and w, there is no way to 
establish whether the Sogdians transcribed the Chinese or the Turkic title.” 

The Early Middle Chinese pronunciation of tu-tu was *to-tok. Since neither 
the Runic nor the so-called Uighur script distinguishes between o and x, on the 
strength of internal evidence there is no way to establish whether the Turkic 
title was tutug, totoq, or totuq. 1f Doerfer reads totuq and Clauson totok (= 
totoq) they are prompted to do so by their respective assumptions that this is a 
word borrowed from Chinese. The difference between their spellings is moti- 
vated by what they think was the T'ang pronunciation of the word. 

The point I am trying to make is extremely simple, one dictated by common 
sense. Why should we attribute a Chinese origin to a Turkic word which has a 
perfectly good Turkic etymology? In fact there is no need to propose an 
“etymology” since tutuq is just a "normal" deverbal noun of the Common 
Turkic verb tut- ‘‘to hold, to seize’’. A deverbal -q, -k is well attested in the 
Turkic languages and specifically in Old Turkic, whether we consider it an 
independent morpheme as does Tekin (1968, 113), or, with Kononov (1980, 
109), one of the variants of -y, -g, -q, -k. Räsänen (1957, 132) puts words 
derived by means of this suffix into the category of the "allerháufigsten 
deverbalen Nomina" '. There is no need to give here scores of examples to 
prove the obvious, but it is worth mentioning that the suffix occurs in another 


? On all this see Cleaves 1949, p. 105. To the Sogdian data given in thc various publications cited 
one should add the title tirw7 which appears on a Sogdian coin (Smirnova 1981, p. 58). 


146 Denis Sinor 


XXII 


Old Turkic title, namely buy(u)ruq, a derivative of buyur- "to order, to com- 
mand’’.? 

Semantically tutuq relates to titles such as Medieval Latin locum tenens, 
German Statthalter, Hungarian helytartó. It means "he who holds, the hold- 
er". The Old Turkic contexts in which the title appears do not really give a clue 
to establishing the precise function of the dignitary called tutug. In the Old 
Turkic corpus perhaps the only passage in which tutuq appears clearly in the 
meaning of locum tenens— at least to my own feeling—is the 2nd line on the 
south side of the Sine-usu (Moyun-chur) inscription. Ramstedt (1913, p. 27) 
and Malov (1959, p. 36) give the same reading: Cik budunga tutuq birtim 
isbaras tarqat anta anculadim "leave a tutuq to the Cik people, 1 installed 
there isbaras' and tarqats"'. 

The Chinese etymology of the Old Turkic tutug title was proposed as a 
possibility by Thomsen and gained popularity and acceptance in a period — 
perhaps still lasting— when everybody was busily looking for traces of Chinese 
culture in Inner Asia. It is undeniable that Chinese influence in Inner Asia was 
very powerful, but this is not a sufficient reason for attributing—on the basis of 
mere phonetic similarity —Chinese origin to a good, clear Turkic term. 
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D'UN MORPHEME PARTICULIEREMENT 
REPANDU DANS LES LANGUES 
OURALO-ALTAIQUES 


PAR 


D. SINOR 


ĮI 


1) Le turc ancien connaît un suffixe instrumental en -n. Par 
exemple: 

ayir ayamaq-in ‘mit tiefer Verehrung’ (Briefe. 1825) ') 

säviglig tinin ‘mit lieblicher Stimme’ (Uig. III. 47, 4) 

tilin yalap ‘léchant de leur langue’ (TP. XV. LXV) 

azu yimä tängin terdziigin Eiyin tsunin ‘oder auch wenn ich mit 
Wage und Libelle, mit Fuss und Zoll...’ (Uig. Stud. 23), ete. ete. 

La voyelle de liaison n'est pas toujours 7, mais souvent a, à 


ou u, À: 


1) Abréviations: UJ. == Ungarische‘ Jahrbücher (Berlin); KSs. = Keleti Szemle 
'(Bndapest); NyK. == Nyelytudoméuyi Küzlemények (Budapest). — Uig. I—IV = 
F. W: K. Müller, Gamin: Uigurica I—IV; TT. I— VII == Bang—Gabain—Rachmati : 
Türkische Torfantexte 1—VII; Man. I—111 == Le Coq: Manichaica I—III; An. Ind, = 
Bang—Gabain: Analytischer Index; Chuastuanift = Le Coq: Chnastuanift, ein Sünden- 
bekenntnis der manichäischen Auditores.; Briefe — Gabain: Briefe der uigurischen 
Hüen-tsang Biographie; Hüen-tsang == Gabain: Die nigurische Übersetzung der 
Biographie Hüen—tsangs.; Uig. Stud. == Uigurische Studien, UJ. 1930; TP. XV = 
Pelliot: La version ouigoure de l'histoire des princes Kalyanamkara et Pipamkars, 
TP. 1914; R. = Zwei uigurische Runeninschriften. JSFO. XXX; Gramm, = Gabain: 
Alttürkische Grammatik.; Suv, == Radloff—Malov: Suvarnaprabhäsa. — Ip. = lappon; 
finn. — finnois; ost. == ostiak; vog. == vogoul; md. == mordvine; vot. == votiak 


tcher. == tchérémisse. 
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yerig yidan yiparan aritzunlar ‘solle sie die Erde mit Weihrauch 
reinigen’ (TT. VI. 291 f.) 

quiluyun .. . ornanur ‘er wird mit Glück einziehen’ (TT. VJ.100 f.). 

Des exemples suivants il découle que le suffixe ne comporte 
pas de voyelle organique: 

yeti temir son ‘avec sept chaines de fer’ (TP, XV. XXI) 

kürin ‘mit Liter’ (Uig. Stud. 23) 

bizning dziitiimiiz suin ...sóngüsiip ‘unsere Seelen kämpften mit 
der Sünde' (Chuastuanift. 8—10). 

D'ailleurs le suffixe en question se retrouve dans les Inscriptions 


presque toujours sans voyelle de liaison. 


2) Le méme suffixe forme également des adverbes de temps: 

yayin silädim ‘j'y fis une expédition en été’ (IT. E. 39) 

ol ödün ‘dans ce temps-là” (passim, TT. VI. 224, 301, 304, ctc.) 

küzün ilgürü yoridim ‘im Herbst zog ich nach Osten’ (R.O. 8) 

yilin ayin turqaru ‘durant des années et des mois’ (TT. VI. 62) 

gisin ‘en hiver’ (II. S. 2) Lam “Aas coqs ` 

künin sayu ‘an jedem Tage’ (Chuastuanift. 21, 9—10). 

Jusqu’ici ces formes ont toujours été considérées comme étant 
à l'instrumental. Ainsi Schinkewitsch') les appelle “Instrumental 
der Zeit". D'aprés Deny?) le suffixe des expressions osmanlies yazin 
‘en été’, güziin ‘en automne', *représente un ancien instrumental". 
Il met en parallèle l'expression osm. ol raqt?n avec le ol ödün de 
l'ancien turc. Cette dernière est considérée par Mlle. von Gabain?) 


comme un instrumental. 


3) Souvent le -n figure comme suffixe de lieu. Par exemple: 


käntit köngülin ara ‘im eigenen Terzen’ (Man. III. Nr. 8, IV, 14) 


1) Rabyüzis Syntax. MSOS, Westasiatische Studien XXIX et XXX. 65. 
2) Grammaire de la langue turque, p. 261. 
8) Gramm. $ 184. 
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uruyin tarayin zd saginmis kärgäk “il est nécessaire de penser 
à ses parents et descendants’ (Man. III. 13, Nr. 6, III, 2—3)!) 

töpün üzä tuta ‘auf dem Scheitel haltend' (TT. V. A, 59)?) 

qanyu kiši küntü ätözin üzä ärklig bolup ‘wer immer über seinen 
Kórper Macht gewinnend' (Man. III. 20, Nr. 8, V.) 

ikin art ‘entre les deux’ (J. E. 3; Suv. I. 5a, 1)?) 

käntü öz elin iérd ‘dans son propre pays’ (Man. III. 19, Nr. 8, 
III, 15)*) 

ötükän irin gisladim ‘nous hivernámes au versant Nord de 
l'Ótükán' (R. O. 7) 

bayarin suna yatip 'streckte sich... auf dem Bauch’ (Uig. IV. 
À, 158) 

bayrin yoriyma ‘die auf dem Bauch Kriechenden' (Gramm. 71) 

éuyai quzin qara qumwy olurur ärtimiz (Tonyuquq. W, 7) 


ol yolin yorisar (Tonyuquq. 25). 


tes) nO f 


Remarquons encore que le locatif yakoute est -na. s dr 


1) H nous est connu anjourd’hni que l'expression uruy fara, — “Samen und 
Kornfrucht’ d’après Le Coq — doit être rendue en sens figuré. La méme phrase présente 
encore une autre difficulté: Le i de wrwyin farayin peut être considéré soit comme une 
voyelle de limison, soit comme un suffixe possessif. Dans le premier cas, la phrase 
devrait être traduite: “...de penser aux parents et descendants." 

2) La forme ¢dprin a éveillé lintérét des éditeurs, car ils ajoutent dans le texte 
un "sic!" et donnent la forme dans l'An.Ind. marquée d'un point d’exclamation, Le 
contexte ne permet pas de douter qu'il s'agit bien là d'un locatif. 

8) Par mégarde Ramstedt (JSFOu. XXIV. 1. 6) traduit la forme tkin, comme si 
elle était iki. La forme ikin sv (IT. E. 31) des Inscriptions doit être lue, ainsi que 
Thomsen lui-même le proposait: kin si. Quaut à la traduction de cette expression, elle 
n’est pas nécessairement "arriérc-garde" comme le pense Thomsen. Elle pent désigner 
tout simplement, en opposition à l'expression précédente ki si, un second groupe 
de l'armée. 

4) Mlle. von Gabain (Gramm. $ 322) donne cet exemple, mais, ne remarquant pas 
qu'il s'agit là d'un locatif, marque la forme d'un point d'exclamation. Toutefois, nous 
avons dans le même texte un exemple semblable: köngülin ira (Man. IIT. Nr. 8, VII, 3). 
Jl est curieux de remarquer que dans ce méme texte, et à deux reprises, In postposition 
écré régit le nominatif; Nr. 8, IV, 8 et 11. 

ge 
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4) Finalement le -n peut figurer comme suffixe de mode ou de 
maniere. Par exemple: 

biligsizin (Man. IIT. 18, 13) < biligsiz ‘sans sagesse’ 

yazuqun (Man. III. 22, Nr. 8, VI, 2) < yazuq ‘lumière’ 

ariyin (Man. III. 26, Nr. 9, III, 10) d ar?» ‘propre’ 

sagan ‘vorsichtig (adv.)’ ef. Kasyari sag *wachsam' 

üčünč ariyin turugin ürmükig nomlayur ‘zum Dritten predigt er 
das Rein- und Lichtsein’ (Man. III. 21, 4). 

Mlle. von Gabain donne de tels exemples, sans aucune remarque, 
parmi ceux de l'instrumental. C'est aussi le cas avec nämän ‘comment” 
(Hüen-tsang. 27) qui & son tour est considéré comme tin instru- 


mental '). 


5) En résumant ce qui vient d’étre dit nous pouvons constater 
l'existence dans le vieux turc d'un suffixe -n de détermination in- 
strumentale, temporelle, locale et modale. 

De considérations relevant de la linguistique générale il résulte 
que le suffixe était primitivement un suffixe de lieu. Car d'habitude 
ce sont les suffixes de lieu qui ont été employés pour déterminer 
des relations plus abstraites?). La fonction principale de l'ablatif 
latin est la détermination locale, mais nous le retrouvons aussi 


comme ablativus temporis (vere ‘au printemps"), ablativus modi (nudo 


1) Mile. von Gabain Gramm. $ 50 explique gamayım ‘alle’ ainsi: < "gamay + yin 
€ *gamay + kün. Pourquoi? gamayun est simplement nn adverbe formé de gamey, tout 
comme hongrois valamennyi ‘tous, toutes’ et l'adverbe formé de ce mot: valamennyien. 
— D'ailleurs Mlle, von Gabain traite gamayun dans le chapitre des anbstantifs dénominanx. 
Depuis quand "tout, toutes" sont-ils des substantifs? Hiien-tsang. p. 24, Mlle. von Gabain 
donne une eXplication différente: “gamayun ein Instr. von gamayu; dies entstand ans 
gamay, indem dieses unter den Einfluss der Collectiva Airigg, God usw. geriet." Cela 
aussi est un peu trop recherché. — Autre chose: Nous pensons que le mot ara» 'cour' 
est peut-être un dérivé en A du mot ara ‘entre’. 

2) Cf. les considérations très intéressantes de M. Klemm dans sa syntaxe historique 
hongroise (Magyar történeti mondattan.) p. 168. 
re RER ` AM. Kam. tO. arene Wen stet wale aba Vestis E is bermaya? aa pruna 
AMAA med dË, Qe e WA. 
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capite ‘nu tete’), et ablativus instrumenti (equo vehi ‘voyager à 
cheval’). 

C'est un phénomène trés fréquent, dans les langues finno- 
ougriennes, de voir un suffixe de lieu utilisé pour les déterminations 
temporelles, modales ou instrumentales. Par exemple le suffixe «2 du 
hongrois était à l'origine un ablatif. Aujourd'hui il est principale- 
ment un locatif, employé dialectalement comme suffixe de temps. 
Son utilisation comme suffixe modal est généralement répandue. 
La consonne finale du suffixe comitatif et instrumental hongrois: 
-ral, -vel — qui de son côté est en même temps un suffixe de temps 
et de mode — est identique à cet élément. D'ailleurs ce même 
morphéme -/ est employé en vogoul simultanément comme comi- 


tatif-instrumental et comme ablatif !). 


u 


6) Mlle. von Gabain distingué' également un autre morphème -n, 
servant à Ja “prolongation dés suffixes”. Elle en donne trois 
exemples: a) -pan?), b) -mad?n?), B) -liyun®). 

a) Mlle. von Gabain remarque judicieusement que cette forme est 
dérivée du nom verbal en -p. 

b) Cette désinence a été dapuis longtemps sujette à des contro- 
verses, Thomsen, Bang, Radloff, Melioranskii, Deny s'en sont océupés. 
Ce dernier en en faisant le poitit®) se rallie, et nous le suivrons dans 
cette attitude, A l’opinion de Radloff qui “suggére un nom verbal 
en -f, construit sur une base négative -mä-t et suivi du suffixe de 


l'instrumental -in”. 


1) Sauf indication contraife nous puisons nos données finno-ougriennes dans les 
deux ouvrages de Szinnyei: Finnisch-ugrische Sprachwissenschaft, 1922; et Magyar 
Nyelvhasonlitás VII*me éd, 1927. 

2) Gramm. $ 231. 3) Gramm, $ 238. 

4) Gramm. § 424. 5) Op. et p. 944. 


d, ana, est uc chen gestu - 65 
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c) Quant à la forme -liyun, Mlle. von Gabain hésite à la mettre en 
rapport avec les deux désinences précitéew, 

Manifestement Mlle. von Gabain ne s'est pas rendu compte — tout 
au moins elle n'en fait pas mention — que le morphème “servant 
à la prolongation des suffixes” est identique à celui traité dans les 
paragraphes 1—5 du présent article. Radloff et Deny ont bien jugé, 
ce n'est que la désignation *instrumental" qui n'est pas juste, car 
il est évident que le -n est dans ces cas un suffixe modal. 

M. Deny a raison!) en expliquant de la méme manière le gérondif 
-magsizin de l'osmanli, où “on reconnaîtra la marque de l'infinitif 


(-maq) + la postposition siz ‘sans’ + le suffixe -in". 


7) La désinence en question se retrouve aussi dans d'autres 
noms verbaux. 

Mile. von Gabain traite?) d'un nom verbal -on, -yon, qui, d'après 
elle, remonterait aux temps pre-turcs. Cette désinence a été à 
plusieurs reprises l’objet des savantes investigations de W. Bang et 
de Mlle yon Gabain 3). Le premier, avec sa clairvoyance coutumière, 
a dit dans sa septième “lettre turcologique" 4) une partie de ce que 
nous allons dire. Citer im extenso ses remarques augmenterait nos 
données aux dépens de la clarté. Nous renvoyons done le lecteur 
à cet article et ne gardons que les parties ayant trait directement 
& notre sujet. 

Déjà en TT. II. l'idée suivante est émise: ne devons-nous pas 
voir en tiyin "linstrumental" de Guy, en admettant qu'à côté de 
la forme commune tiyü il y avait également une *tiyi? 


Plus tard, dans sa Grammaire‘), Mile. von Gabain rejette cette 


1) Op. eit. p. 942. 

2) Gramm. $ 234. 

3) TT. IT. 426 et UJ. XIV. p, 193 et suiv. 
4) UJ. XIV. 1934, 193—214. 

b) $ 234. 
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explication. D’après son raisonnement, dans le cas de tiyin nous ne 
pouvons parler d'une "prolongation" par -#, parce que la forme 
participiale est tiv et non *tiyi. Ce raisonnement est sans valeur, car 
ttyin est toujours écrit tiyn, sans la seconde voyelle, et peut donc être 
lu aussi bien tiyiin que tiyin. C’est par inadvertance que dans les 
paragraphes 244 et 300 de la Grammaire de Mlle. von Gabain se 
trouvent, en face des formes correctes fiy(i)n, d'autres écrites tiyin. 

Il n'y a donc aucun inconvénient à voir dans la forme susdite le 
prolongement, par la désinence -n, du nom verbal trés fréquent en 
“a, €, -t, -i, -u, -/i; ou après voyelles avec un -y- de liaison: ug. 


-yä, etc. 


8) L'osmanli connaît un participe en -(yJen, -(yJan, que 
M. Deny ') fait dériver du vieux participe turc -kän, -qan. 

Dernièrement ?2), à propos du datif osmanli, nous nous sommes: 
déjà occupé de la gutturale intérienre du vieux ture. Nos recherches 
ont abouti à ce résultat, que la chute ne concerne point les gutturales 
initiales des suffixes. Mais à part cette considération d'ordre général, 
tout comme dans le cas du datif, dans celui du participe nous ne 
sommes pas non plus obligés d'opérer avec la chute de la gutturale, 
qui se retrouve d'ailleurs entre autres dans la forme zkan. 

Nous considérons le participe osmanli -(yJen, -(y)an comme 
le continuateur direct de la désinence du vieux turc traitée dans le 
paragraphe précédent. Indépendamment de tout cela, les rares formes 
en gutturale de l'osmanli sont les survivances du participe -An, 
-qan du vieux turc. 

Il est également imaginable que le participe osmanli en question 


ne soit pas un descendant: du nom verbal identique du vieux ture, 


1) Op. cit. p. 470, 
2) A propos de la biographie ouigoure de Hinan-tsang. JA. 1939. oct.— déc. 
p- 557 et suiv. 
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mais en quelque sorte une re-création de ce méme suffixe dont les 


éléments séparés (participe en voyelle et n) sont connus en osmanli. 


9) Comme nous l'avons déjà dit, dans l'ancien turc nous trouvons 
un nom verbal en -gan, -kän. La Grammaire de Mlle, von Gabain 
le mentionne parmi les substantifs déverbaux.{ Cotte désinence est 
très fréquente chez Käsyari et ailleurs. Récemment ') nous en avons 
fourni quelques exemples. 

Nous considérons ce suffixe comme composé d’un k déverbal et 
du morphème n, auquel nous avons consacré cette étude. Le suffixe 
déverbal -k, -g, -9, -y est très fréquent dans les langues turques. 
Par exemple: yasu- ‘erstrahlen’ > yai ‘Strahl’; ot. ‘sagen, sprechen’ 


>aiy ‘Wort’ (An. Ind.) 2). 


10) Bang considere *), et avec raison, que dans des mots comme 
-dsin ‘vent’ ou yalin ‘flamme’ (de äs- ‘wehn’ et yal- ‘verbrennén’), 
nous devons reconnaíffe des noms verbaux semblables à ceux trai- 
tés au paragraphe 7. Mlle. von Gabain *) sépare les deux formes, en 
faisant des premióres des suffixes formant des aubstantifs déverbaux. 
Elle a certainement tort. D'ailleurs les exemples peuvent être aug- 
mentés à volonté. Citons à tout hasard de Käsyari: 

tik- "einstecken; nähen; beissen (Schlange) etc., > tikin ‘Dorn’ 

küz- "hüten, weiden; bleiben, erwarten’ > kädän ‘hôte’ (cf. TP.XV.) 

käl- ‘kommen’ >kälin ‘Braut, Schwiegertochter’ = celle qui vient 


äk- ‘sien’ >äkin ‘Saat’. 


11) En faisant le point des paragraphes 6—10, nous constatons 
que le suffixe -n de détermination instrumentale, temporelle, locale 
et modale, traité dans les paragraphes 1—5, s’ajoute non sculement 

1) JA. 1939 oct —dec. p, 544 et suiv. 

2) Cf. Bang UJ, XIV. 206—214. P. 214 il émet l'opinion — contraire à la nôtre 


— que les suffixes -yin, ->an ne sont pas des composés et que nous ne pouvnna pag 


y retrouver le suffire -’n. 
3) UJ. XIV. p. 195. 4) Gramm. $ 124. 
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& des racines nominales primaires, mais aussi A des noms verbaux ou 
à des racines verbales. Nous allons voir plus tard (§ 20), qu'il n'y a 


là rien d’extraordinaire !). 


III 


12) Dans la langue türk (celle des Inscriptions de l'Orkhon), le 
suffixe de l'ablatif est identique à celui du locatif: Zo, -tä, do, -dd. 
Toutefdis de trés rares exemples nous montrent une forme *élargie" 
par un -n. I. E. 23: qandn, Tonyuquq 8: oyuzdndn. La voyelle n'étant 
pas marquée. 

La langue ouigoure (= dial. an?»), dans sa période plus ancienne, 
représentée par exemple par l'inscription de Sine-usu. utilise l'ablatif 
en -ta, mais connaît également l'autre, R. S. 4: (asdin-dn. Dans sa 
période plus récente (surtout les textes manichéens) c'est la forme 
-tan (la voyelle est marquée!) qui prévaut. 

Dans la langue turque de Tourfan (= dial. ayiy), la voyelle n'est 
pas a, à, mais 7, €: -tin, -tin. 

Il est curieux de remarquer que dans certains cas ces derniers 
textes montrent également un ablatif -ta. J'ai déjà signalé ce fait, mais 
je voudrais en donner ici quelques exemples de plus: 

muntuda yegrük ‘plus beau que tous ceux-ci’ (TP. XV. XXXIV) 
M. Pelliot ajoute en note: *...C'est ce méme suffixe (-rdk) qui forme 
ici un véritable comparatif avec l'ablatif en -da." En effet c'est presque 
toujours dans des constructions correspondant au latin "ablativus 


comparationis” que l'ablatif en -fa s'est maintenu dans le ture de 
P q 


Tourfan: 


e 

1) Mlle. von Gabnin (Hüen-tsang' p. 22) suggère timidement que l'instrnmental a 
été, peut-être, abstrait des participes en a. Elle y cite une opinion du Dr. Menges d'après 
laquelle ce sont les participes qui ont été abstraits de l'instrumental. — Je considère 
comme certain que des mots comme gatan, fürkin, birlä, yarin, yagin, adin, timin, etc. 
recelent aussi, sous une forme ou sous une autre, notre ». 
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säning baliging-ta küntin yingaq 'südlich von deiner Stadt’ (ig. 
IV. A, 64—65) 

kiši yalangugta ayiri yoq ‘etwas Geehrteres als den Menschen 
gibt es nicht’ (TT. VI. 30). 

L'emploi de la forme -ta (dans des textes où, généralement, nous 
avons des formes en Zi) est fréquent, on pourrait même dire, régulier 
devant certaines postpositions: 

età bozta ulati öküs tälim nizwanilar ‘Hass und die vielen 
Leidenschaften’ (TT. III. 33) 

bizing-gd biläg idmis-da. kin ‘nachdem die Gabe zu uns geschickt 
worden ist’ (Briefe. 2054) 

aruglari tinmista kin 'nachdem ihre Müdigkeit vergangen war’ 
(Uig. IV. D, 28) 

sansiz tiimän aëunta bärü ‘seit den zahllosen Existenzen’ (TT. 
VI. 014). 

De tout ceci il s'ensuit, et c'est ce que nous retiendrons, que 
dans le turc de Tourfan, bien que l'ablatif soit en -fin, nous trouvons 
dans certaines constructions plus conservatrices la forme -fa. Force 
est donc de songer que cette dernière forme doit être la plus ancienne 
(d’ailleurs rappelons que d'après nos textes elle devrait l'être) 
tandis que la forme avec -n final est d'origine plus récente. Cette 


même idée a été exprimée déjà par Brockelmann !). 


13) Et dans l’ouigour et dans le ture de Tourfan et même dans 
le türk nous avons des formes -fin, -din, ne faisant pas fonction 
d'un ablatif. Il s'agit là des “Himmelsrichtungsablatif”, c'est-à-dire 


du type tórttin singar ‘les quatre points cardinaux’. 


1) Zur Grammatik des Osmanisch-Türkischen. ZDMG. 70. p. 214. 
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Thomsen ') considère ce suffixe comme un ablatif. Bang?) explique 
ces constructions de la façon suivantes: öngdin — “von vorn ‘im 
Osten’; kidin == *von hinten ‘im Westen’, etc. 

Mlle. von Gabain ?) remarque que ces formationsdifférent de l'ablatif, 
parce qu'elles ne répondent pas à la question "d'oü?", mais sont 
des “allgemeine Ortsangaben”. Elle ajoute encore qu'il nous reste 
& examiner si la forme n’a pas des origines identiques & celles de 
l'ablatif. 

Regardons de plus près quelques constructions formées à l'aide 
de ce suffixe: 

óngdiün kidin yer öz tapingéa küntin tay-tin baliq ulus käntü 
köngülüngčä ‘Im Osten und im Westen sind die Länder nach deinem 
Wunsch. Im Süden und Norden sind die Städte und Reiche nach 
deinem Herzen.’ (TT. I. 7, 6—7) 

küntin singgar taytin yingaq tkidin ting yailiq itgülüg öngtün 
yingag kidin yingag ikidin singar bulang ‘Im Süden und im Norden 
sind auf beiden Seiten gleiche (P) Sommerhüuser anzulegen, im Osten 
und im Westen auf beiden Seiten Flügel’. (TT. VI. 83) 

óngdün küntün bulungda ógrüntlüg yel yeltirdi ‘aus dem östlichen 
und südlichen Winkel wehte ein froher Wind’ (TT. I. 142) [Curieuse 
coincidence! Le suffixe -da comme ablatif, le suffixe -dän comme 
locatif !] 

ontin singarqi burqanlar uluSintin ‘aus den, in den zehn Himmels- 
richtungen befindlichen Buddha-Ländern’ (TT. VI. 07) Double emploi 
du -tin! 

ictin singar ‘dedans’ (Man. III. Nr. 4, 13) 

tastin singar ‘dehors’ (Man. III. Nr. 5, 14) 

bali» tastin ‘en dehors de la ville’ (TP. XV. I). 


1) Turcica, p. 95—96 n. 2. 
2) UJ. V. p. 393 et suiv. 
3) Gramm. $ 1R3. 


T'oung Pao XXXVII 10 
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Dans tous ces exemples le suffixe -fin remplit les fonctions d'un 
locatif. En certains cas méme nous le voyons remplacé par le locatif 
régulier. C'est ainsi que Man. III. 6 a kinbatsigdagi ‘der im Westen 
liegende’ en face de Man. III. 1: kintuysugdunki. Les deux con- 
structions étant, à l'exclusion de la forme du locatif, complètement 
identiques. 

Que ce morphéme n'était pas "senti" comme ablatif ressort 
également des curieuses formes “doubles”, comme Tonyuquq 8: 
oyuzdndn ‘von den Oyuzen her’, R. S. 4: ta&dndn. Cette dernière 
forme est peut-être moins probante, car il est imaginable que des 
expressions comme faëtin, kidin, etc. se soient complètement figées. 
Par exemple en ?dug baš kidintä (R. O. 9) c'est un locatif -tä qui 
s'ájoute au locatif -din. Dans la phrase suivante le même suffixe 
s'ajoutera à la forme possessive de cette méme expression: balig- 
ning kidinintd turup inaru bärü yoridi ‘brach... vom Westen der 


Stadt...auf und zog hin und her'. (Uig. IV. A, 2)!). 


14) W. Bang a consacré sa troisième “lettre turcologique’’?) à 
la question de l'origine du suffixe de l'ablatif. Ne faisant pas de 
distinction entre le suffixe des “points cardinaux" (S 13) et le suffixe 
ordinaire de l'ablatif il explique le dualisme -tin, -tan dea formes 
par *l'Ablaut" 7 -a que nous retrouvons aussi dans d'autres suffixes. 
Leur origine commune il la voit dans la postposition adin. L'expression 
taSdin serait, d'après Bang, issue de */a$ + adim. 

M. Salonen?) ne distingue pas entre les deux sortes d'ablatifs, 
ce qui tient visiblement au fait qu'il n'a pas remarqué la différence. 


Tout au moins nous devons en conclure ainsi du fait qu'il traduit 


1) Dans ce texte — écrit en turc de Tourfan — on attendrait un nblatif en -din. 


C'est. certainement le ?narw suivant qui exigeait un ablatif en -/7. 
2) UJ. V. 1925, p. 392—410. 


3) Über den syntaktischen Gebranch der Flexionsendungen der Nomina im 
Uigurischen. JSFOn. XLIX. 3. p. 34. 
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kidin “von hinten”. Après tout cela nous ne devons pas trop prendre 
au sérieux ses tentatives d'explications concernant l'origine de ces 
suffixes. D'ailleurs il en donne deux: 1) Le suffixe -dan est composé 
du suffixe -da + le mot yan ‘Seite’; -din est la forme “raccourcie” 
de ce même suffixe. 2) La forme -din est issue du suffixe adverbial 
-fi. — Comment est-elle issue? Pourquoi avons-nous alors la forme 
dan? M. Salonen se tait, comme nous aurions passé sous silence 
ses raisonnements si nous n'avions voulu être complets concernant 
les théories émises sur notre sujet. 

En principe il n'y a pas d'inconvénient à ce qu'un ablatif fasse 
fonction d'un loeatif. Rappelons simplement l'éablativué loei" du 
latin! Athenis est bien un locatif quoique sa forme soit un ablatif. 
Nous serions done enclin à identifier de prime abord les origines 
du suffixe “des points cardinaux” et de l'ablatif proprement dit, 
si l'emploi comme locatif ne paraissait pas le plus ancien. En effet 
dans les Inscriptions oü l'ablatif est toujours -da, le locatif -din 
apparaît déjà. Comprenons-nous: il ne paraît pas douteux que 
l'ablatif original ait été -da. Ceci résulte non seulement du fait 
que c'est cette forme que nous trouvons dans les textes les plus 
anciens, máis beaucoup plus encore du témoignage des langues 
apparentées. (Cf. § 23.) Le suffixe des "points 6urdinaux" -din de- 
vrait donc nécessairement étre un dérivé de cet ablatif, mais un 
dérivé ot la voyelle a changé, phénoméne dont nous ne saurions 
donner — pour l'époque et la langue türk — l'explication. 

Nous allons done séparer les deux suffixes -din, en tächant de 
les expliquer un par un. 

Faire dériver un suffixe d'une postpostion, comme l'a fait Bang, 
est en soi un procédé trés prometteur. Si nous ne le suivons pas 
c'est parce que nous n'osons pas séparer l'ablatif -dan de l’ablatif 
-da. D'aprés nous la premiére forme a été dérivée de la seconde 


moyennant le morphème locatif -4, dont les multiples fonctions ont 
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été étudiées au début du présent travail. La forme -din de l'ablatif 
est, comme Bang l'a bien remarqué, tout à fait régulière pour le 
ture de Tourfan, parallèlement au -dan de l'ouigour. 

Composer de deux suffixes de lieu un troisième, il n'y a là 
rien d’extraordinaire pour une langue ouralo-altaique. Par exemple 
un adessif hongrois -nott, -nett, -nitt est formé d'un locatif n + un 
locatif ¢. Jusqu’aux éléments mêmes il y a là une identité com- 
plète entre les deux suffixes! La seule différence réside dans l'ordre 
des éléments (cf. plus loin § 23). L’ablatif vogoul -nal est formé 
d'un locatif n et d'un ablatif 2. L’inessif finnois -ssa, ss? (< *-sna, 
*.snä) est la composition du latif *s-2 et du locatif n. 

Mais nous trouvons des exemples même en ture, et c'est préci- 
sément l'ablatif en -(a qui en est un. Récemment !) j'ai démontré 
lexistence dans l’ancien turc d'un suffixe de lieu -a, -d. J'y ai 
mentionné que, d'aprés mon opinion, nous retrouvons cet élément 
et dans le suffixe du locatif-ablatif -fa, -t?, et dans celui du datif: 
ga, -kd. Nous devons done voir dans ces deux derniers auffixes, 
tout comme dans l'ablatif -tin et -tan, des suffixes composés. 

Quant au suffixe locatif -tin "des points cardinaux”, nous pen- 
sons qu'il est issu de la liaison du suffixe -ti, formant des adverbes, 
et du locatif ». Du point de vue sémantique cette solution ne 


rencontre aucune difficulté, 


IV 


Quiconque a pris la peine de suivre attentivement le cours de 
hos investigations a pu observer une ressemhlance sinon une iden- 
tité frappante entre les formes turques traitées et certains exemples 
pris dans le domaine finno-ougrien. Dans ce qui suit nous allons 


démontrer combien ces impressions étaient justes et à quel point 


1) JA. 1939 oct.—déc. p. 556—557. 
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les morphologies des langues altaïques et ouraliennes montrent des 
faits paralléles. 

Nous n'avons, pour le moment, aucunement l’intention de 
prouver la parenté ouralo-altaique; qu’en lisant ces pages chacun 
pense ce qu'il veut; qu'on continue à parler de “coincidences étranges” 
ou de “généralités”. Nous savons à quoi nous en tenir. Nous avons 
suivi dans les paragraphes 1—14 les péripéties d'un morphème n 
dans les langues turques. Nous allons les suivre maintenant dans 


les autres langues ouralo-altaiques. 


+ 


15) Les langues finno-ougriennes connaissent un suffixe locatif 
en -n représenté dans les différents idiomes sous des formes comme: 
finn. «na, -nä; lp. -n, -ne; hongrois -n; ostj. At, -na, -na; vog. -n, 
-nə etc. Par exemple: hongrois vizen, vog. Bitən ‘sur l’eau’, etc. 

Le suffixe samoyéde -na, -nu, -ne est le correspondant exact 


des formes finno-ougriennes. 
Cf. 83. 


16) Le même morphéme est employé comme suffixe de -temps. 
Par exemple: md. Zelée, hongrois télen ‘en hiver’; finn. päivänä ‘de 
jour’, etc. 


Cf. 82. 


17) Comme suffixe de mode: hongrois szépen ‘joliment’, gyorsan 


š + 1 ` ^ 4 aa « * 
‘vite’, de szép et gyors. Gent Ren de Ru ee 
UAitas ‘dune at {Seas um cha n 
Cf. § 4. (a) 


18) L'emploi du suffixe -n comme intrumental est moins fré- 
quent en finno-ougrien qu'en turc. Toutefois nous le retrouvons, 
par exemple, dans certaines constructions hongroises; ainsi: Gf 


forint-on vettem ‘je l'ai acheté pour cinq florins’ (= moyennant 5 
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florins); ou en vogoul: fomi oyal-na mir nox-nortællà Tautre d 
poussé la poutre en haut avec sa tête '). 
Cf. 81. 


19) Résumons: En comparant les paragraphes 1—4 ct 15—18, 
nous constatons que le suffixe locatif » a les mêmes emplois dans 
les langues turques que dans les langues finno-ougriennes, et que 
le suffixe existe également en samoytde. Faute de matériel je n'ai 
pu rassembler des données samoyèdes, mais il n'est pas douteux 


que nous rencontrerions les mêmes phénomènes dans cette dernière 


langue. 


20) Le ture connait un participe en -p. M. Németh l'a mis en 
paralléle ?) avec le nom déverbal finno-ougrien p, formant également 
des participes. Par exemple: ture 6/-iip participe du verbe ól- 
‘mourir’ et tcher. kol-ep du verbe kol- ‘mourir’. Les correspondants 
hongrois de cette désinence finno-ougrienne *p sont d -ó et -vaf -ve, 
dont le premier forme des participes, le second des gérondifs. Par 
exemple ér-d ‘celui qui écrit — écrivain’, {r-va ‘en écrivant”. 

Dans le paragraphe 6 nous avons affirmé que la forme turque 
-pan est composée du nom verbal en -p et du suffixe locatif en -n. 
Cette affirmation n'est pas Qu genre gratuit puisque les noms 
verbaux hongrois -ó et -va, tout comme leur correspondant ture 
-p, peuvent être élargis par un n locatif. C'est ainsi qne nous pouvons 
dire au lieu de £rra, également fredn, sans que, tout comme en turc, 
on puisse définir le changement sémantique. Cette identité compléte 
a été constatée accidentellement par M. Foy qui, en parlant du 
pan, -pän ture, ajoute: “Dieser Form entspricht lautlich, semantisch 
und syntaktisch das ungarische Gerundiv auf -ván -vén" 4). 

c 1) Klemm: Magyar történeti mondattan, p. 190. 

9) NyK. XLVII, p. 7 du tirage à part. 


3) MSOS. Westasiatische Studien VI. p. 171. Cf. également Ö, Beke: A -va, 
-ve és -ván, -Yén képzóról, Magyar Nyelvór XLIF, 1913, pp. 193~—99. 


XXIII 


REPANDU DANS LES LANGUES OURALO-ALTAIQUES 451 


Les participes -4, -ő deviennent, lorsqu'on y ajoute le n, des 
gérondifs. Chez Szinnyei ce suffixe dn, -őn n'est pas mentionné 
et je n'ai pas les éléments voulus pour une recherche plus étendue. 
Mais dans un recueil de poésie hongroise j'en trouve de fréquents 
emplois. Je relève ainsi dans quelques poésies d'Ady: bfz-d-n, de 
bíz-ó, jajgat-d-n, de jajgat-ó, des racines biz- et jajgat-, ‘espérer’ et 


'se lamenter', etc. 


21) M. Németh a identifié!) le nom ‘verbal - du ture (cf. § 7) 
avec un morphéme finno-ougrien de méme forme et fonction. 

Nous connaissons en effet un suffixe déverbal -n, représenté par 
exemple par: finn. -na, vog. -nd, -na, tcher. -n, md. -#, etc. Par 
exemple tcher. kol- ‘mourir’, kolen ‘mort’. 

Chez Szinnyei ce suffixe n’est pas identifié avec le locatif n, 
mais nous pensons qu'il s’agit certainement là du même élément. 
Dans la “Grammaire Tchérémisse” de M. Beke?) nous lisons que 
des autorités non moins grandes que Budenz et Wiedemann se sont 
prononcées en faveur de cette dernière thèse. 

M. Poppe a mis en parallele?) le suffixe ture avec le “con- 
verbum modale” mongol, également en -n. 

Cf. § 7. 


22) M. Poppe‘) a tout à fait raison d'identifier le suffixe ture 
-yan, -gän avec le suffixe mongol -yan, -gen. 


Cf. 89. 


23) M. Németh’) a identifié l’ablatif ture -da, -dë avec l’ablatif 


finno-ougrien (et samoyéde) *t-3, attesté dans les suffixes: hongrois 


1) Op. cit. p. 8. 

2) Cseremisz nyelvtan. NyK. XL. 1910, p. 152. 

3) Die Nominalstammbildungssuffize im Mongolischen. KSz. XX. p. 119. 
4) Op. eit. p. 120. 

5) Op. eit. p. 6. 
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-l vog. -l, vot. -t, md. da-, do-, finn. -fa, -tä, samoyède d, -da, etc. 
Done les suffixes hongrois -nott, -nett, -nitt ou Vablatif vogoul 
-nal, mentionnés plus haut § 14, sont complètement identiques 
à l'ablatif ture -dan, -dän, -din, -din. 
Cf. 814. 


24) Résumons: Au cours de cette étude nous avons suivi un 
morphème n dans toutes ses fonctions dans lés langues turques. 
Puis nous avons constaté que dans les langues finno-ougriennes nous 
trouvons également un morphéme m, qui remplit exactement les 
mémes fonctions que son “parallele” turc. Puisque le nombre de 
ces fonctions est trés élevé, nous pensons qu'on ne peut pas ne pas 


identifier les deux morphémes. 
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ON SOME URAL-ALTAIC PLURAL SUFFIXES 
by D. SINOR 


The term “Ural-Altaic” is used in this article as a convenient designa- 
tion for all Uralian (Finno-Ugrian, Samoyede) and Altaic (Turkish, Mongol, 
Tunguz) languages, and not as the name of a reconstructed primitive 
language. It follows that neither do the suffixes to be dealt with necessarily 
occur in all, or even the majority of the Ural-Altaic languages, nor will 
any attempt be made to trace them back to so-called primitive forms. I shall 
content myself with assembling a certain number of them and nurse the 
hope that a simple juxtaposition of suffixes taken from different languages 
will allow some interesting conclusions to be drawn. 

Thus this study does not claim to give an exhaustive list of all the 
plural suffixes which can be found in Ural-Altaic languages. 

If the present attempt, which is the first of its kind in the field of Ural- 
Altaic studies, proves to be successful, it may set an example for further 
studies of a similar type and may ultimately lead to a reconsideration of the 
whole Ural-Altaic hypothesis. 

e # * 


Owing to the large number of languages I had to deal with, and the 
extreme variety of the phonetic transcriptions of my sources, I had to take 
drastic measüres to simplify and unify them, so far as possible. Many 
phonetic subtleties fell victim to this procedure. I trust that their loss does 
not affect the gist of the matter. 

This article could not have been written without the generous help of 
the Library of the Ecole Nationale des Langues Orientales in Paris. I have 
pleasure in expressing my gratitude to the Librarian, Madame J. Meuvret. 

Unless otherwise stated, my sources were as follows:— 

For Mongol: 

A. Mostaert, Dictionnaire Ordos, I-III (Monumenta Serica, Mono- 
graph V, Peking 1941-44), Textes oraux ordos (Monumenta Serica, 
Monograph I, Pei-p‘ing 1937); A. de Smedt-A. Mostaert, Dictionnaire 
monguor-frangais (Pei-p‘ing 1933). 

N. N. Poppe, Grammatika burjat-mongol’skogo jazyka (Moskva- 
Leningrad 1938), Praktideskij udebnik mongol’skogo razgovornogo jazyka 
(Khalkhaskoe narecie), (Leningrad 1931). 
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G. J. Ramstedt, Kalmückisches Wörterbuch (Lexica Societatis Fenno- 
Ugricae ITI, Helsinki 1935); Mogholica (JSFOu. XXIII, 1906, 4). 

A. R. Rinéine, Kratkij mongol’sko-russkij slovar’ (Moskva 1947). 

For Tunguz: 

V. G. Bogoraz, Materialy po lamutskomu jazyku (Tungusskij Sbornik 
I, 1931, pp. 1-106). 

M. A. Castren, Grundzüge einer tungusischen Sprachlehre (St. Peters- 
burg 1856). 

V. I. Levin, Samouöitel’&venskogo jazyka (Moskva-Leningrad 1935); 
Kratkij évensko-russky slovar’ (Moskva-Leningrad 1936). 

K. M. My? nikova—V. I. Cincius, Materialy po issledovaniju negidal’- 
skogo jazyka (Tungusskij Sbornik I, 1931, pp. 107-218). 

T. I. Petrova, Kratkij nanajsko-russkij slovar (Moskva-Leningrad 
1935). 

P. Schmidt, The Language of the Olchas (Acta Universitatis Latviensis 
VIII, 1923, pp. 229-288). 

E. R. Snejder, Kratkij udéjsko-russkij slovar’ (Moskva-Leningrad 1936). 

S. M. Shirokogoroff, A Tungus Dictionary (Tokyo 1944). Contains a 
Tungus-Russian and a Russian-Tungus part. Photogravured from the 
manuscripts (in Russian handwriting). As no list of abbreviations has been 
appended to this work we were often unable to trace the origin of the word 
quoted. 

G. M. Vasilevit, Ucebnik évenkijskogo (tungusskogo) jazyka (Moskva- 
Leningrad, 1934); Evenkijsko-russkij (tungussko-russkij) dialektologiceskij 
slovar' (Leningrad 1934); Evenkijsko-russkij slovar’ (Moskva 1940). 

For Samoyede: 

M. A. Castrén, Grammatik der Samojedischen Sprachen (St. Petersburg 
1854). 

A. J. Joki, Kai Donners Kamassisches Wörterbuch nebst Sprachproben 
und Hauptziigen der Grammatik bearbeitet und herausgegeben (Lexica 
Societatis Fenno-Ugricae VIII, Helsinki 1944). 

For Chuvash: 

J. Benzing, Kleine Einführung in die Tschuwaschische Sprache (Berlin 
1943). 

H. Paasonen, Csuvas szójegyzék (Budapest 1908, supplement to Vols. 
XXXVII and XXXVIII of the NyK. 

Turkish and Finno-Ugrian data are either too well known to need a 
bibliographical reference or else the source has been indicated separately 
in each case. 

* * * 

The following abbreviations have been used: 

For periodicals: AM.= Asa Major, FUF.=Finnisch-Ugrische For- 
schungen, JA.=Journal Asiatique, JSFOu.=fFournal de la Société 
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Finno-Ougrienne, KCsA.— Kórüsi Csoma Archivum, KSz.— Keleti Szemle, 
MSFOu.= Mémoires de la Société Finno-Ougrienne, NyK.—Nyelvtudo- 
many: Közlemények, RO.— Rocznik Orientalistyczny, SO.— Studia Orien- 
talia, ZIV.— Zapiski Instituta Vostokovedenija. 

CT.— Common Turkish (Turkish languages except Chuvash). 

SH.=Secret History of the Mongols. 

And the usual abbreviations for Finno-Ugrian and Altaic languages. 


A. SIMPLE SUFFIXES 

In this first part I shall deal with suffixes which cannot be further 
analysed. It happens that all of them are phonetically simple, consisting 
of one single phoneme. As all the available evidence tends to show 
that this is not the result of any phonetic evolution, the likelihood of the 
morpheme's being originally simple is greatly enhanced. A single-phonemed 
suffix can hardly be considered a composite one. | 

I will put under the same heading those suffixes which phonetically 
belong together and will consider them identical until the reverse has been 
proved, In using the term “identity”, I do not want to prejudice further 
research to establish the ways and means which lead to the simultaneous 
use, in different languages, of the same suffix. They have to be ascertained 
separately for each case, as the cause may lie as well in cognate relationship 
as in late or recent borrowings. The quantity of morphological and other 
correspondences, added to the historical certitude we have that most of the 
peoples speaking Ural-Altaic languages have had long-lasting if not per- 
manent contacts with one another, rules out the possibility of mere coinci- 
dence. 

All this is rather self-evident, and would hardly need stressing, were it 
not that on the one hand Ural-Altaic studies have been for too long the happy 
hunting-ground of linguistic dilettanti, and on the other, linguists trained 
in Indo-European have some difficulty in adapting themselves to the 
different character of Ural-Altaic philology. 


I. -N 
FINNO-UGRIAN 

The comparative study of Finno-Ugrian languages has long ago 
establishedt the existence of a plural suffix-#, the actual use of which is 
limited mainly to the personal endings. 

Vogul, In connexion with the possessive suffixes -n denotes the plurality 
of the possession. In the Konda-Dialect for example, the possessive suffixes 
of the 1st pers. sing. and plur. are respectively: -em and -ou if they refer to 
one possession, -änem and -enou if they refer to several possessions. ‘Thus: 


1 Cf. e.g., J. Szinnyei, Finnisch-ugrische Sprachwissenschaft (Berlin-Leipzig, 1922), 
p. 52, 
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küäl "house", küäl-em? “my house", küäl-än-em “my houses”. In the 
Sosva-Dialect we find the same phenomenon: ydp “boat”, ydpuv “our 
boat", xdpanuv “our boats".3 

The -n appears in the Vogul objective conjugation, where it denotes 
the plurality of the object: (Konda) voailem “I see him", vigdnem “I see 
them’’. The exact interpretation of these forms cannot, at present, be our 
aim. This work has already been done by Klemm‘ who has clearly shown 
that the -n was the sign of the plurality of the object. 

Mordvin. In the Erzä-Mordvin dialect of Egorov, described by 
Paasonen,5 the use of the z-plural has been maintained particularly well. 
Let us take as an example the possessive suffixes of the singular: 


Person One possession Several possessions 
I -m -n 
2 wi -nt 
3 -#0 -nzo 
E.g., coram “my son" coran ‘‘my sons" 
éorat “thy son” corant “thy sons" 
corazo “his son" Coranzo “his sons" 


Züryen. The n denotes the plurality of the possessor and, in the con- 
jugation, the plurality of the subject. Ee, völ “horse”, vél-id "thy horse", 
vöv-n-id “your horse”. 

The role of this suffix in the conjugation is too complicated to be dealt 
with here. It has been treated by Uotila.® 

Finnish. Present-day Finnish has no grammatical sign to mark the 
plurality of the possession. A word like talo-ni may mean “my house" or 
“my houses”, although in oblique cases a distinction is made by other 
grammatical means. This state of things is comparatively recent, and com- 
petent scholars agree that the primitive Finnish knew two complete series 
of possessive suffixes:? 


Possessor One possession Several possessions 
Sing. I *-mi *-nni~ (*-nmi) 
2 Wa tins * A *-nti 
3 Szene Sen *-nsen 
Plur. 1 *.mek~~ (*-mmek) *_nnek~ (*-mmek) 
2 *- tee *- ek *-ndek 
9 *-seke-*- sek *-nsek 


* Here, and in many other instances throughout the article, hyphens have been 
used to indicate the morphological structure of the word concerned. 

3 Cf. Y. Wichmann, August Ahlquists Wogulische Sprachtexte nebst Entwurf einer 
wogulischen Grammatik (MSFOu. VII, 1894), p. 154. 

t A vogul és osztják tdrgyas igeragozás (NyK. XLVII, 1928-30, pp. 85-112), p. 103. 

5 Mordvinische Lautlehre (MSFOu, XXII, 1903), pp. 120-3. 

* Zwei Pluralcharaktere (FUF. XXIX, 1946), pp. 23-31. 

1 Cf. L. Hakulinen, Suomen kielen rakenne ja kehitys, I (Helsinki, 1941), p. 97. 
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These two series were later mingled with each other; they form the 
basis of the present single series of Finnish possessive suffixes. It may be 
that some of the #-forms should be explained in a different manner; even so, 
it would not alter our main point, and the existence of an old Finnish plural 
in -n would still have to be admitted. 

+ + * 


The a plural suffix can be traced in all Finno-Ugrian languages, 
except in Ostiak, although its function does not appear so clearly in other 
languages as, for example, in Vogul and Mordvin. 


SAMOYEDE 


In Ostiak-Samoyede the plurality of the possession is expressed by 
placing the suffix -ni between the stem and the possessive suffix. E.g., 
kanak “dog”, kanag-m “my dog", kanag-ni-m “my dogs"; kanag-l “thy 
dog", kanag-ni-l "thy dogs”; or in oblique cases like genitive kanag-n "of 
my dog", kanag-ni-n "of my dogs". The function of ni is clearly shown not 
only by the meanings of the forms concerned, but also by the fact that the 
ordinary plural suffix la can take its place: kanag-la-u, kanag-la-! “thy dogs”. 

In Ostiak-Samoyede, just as in most of the Ural-Altaic languages, the 
plurality of the possessor is expressed by adding a plural suffix to the 
possessive forms of the singular. E.g., loga-l "thy fox", loga-l-et “your 
fox”. In this second form the regular plural suffix ¢ can be superseded by z: 
loga-l-en “your fox". Clearly, n and ¢ are here equivalent formatives. 

+ x * 


There is no need to enlarge here on possible other uses of this #-plural 
in Uralian languages, as for example, the plural forms of the Finnish 
demonstrative pronouns se “that”, ze "those", which may have another 
explanation.? For our present purpose it is sufficient to know that the 
existence in the Uralian languages of a plural suffix z is solidly established 
and, so far as I know, has never been contested. The Samoyede and the 
Finno-Ugrian suffixes have been put side by side by Setälä.’ 

The few examples I have given of the uses of this formative were only 
intended to show the principal types, in order to facilitate comparison with 
other groups of languages. As the Finno-Ugrian side of the question is 
comparatively clear, I thought it wise to start here, and proceed from the 
well-known to the less-known. 


TURKISH 
So far as I can see, Grönbech was the first to demonstrate the existence 


8 Important remarks on the z-plural can be found in J. Mark, Die Possessivsuffixe 
in den uralischen Sprachen (MSFOu. LIV, 1925). 

* Zur Frage nach der Verwandtschaft der finnisch-ugrischen und samojedischen 
Sprachen (MSFOu. XXX, 1913-18, 3), p. 25. 
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of a Turkish plural suffix -n.10 It is absent from the modern dialects and it 
is quite clear that even in Old-Turkish it was already obsolescent. 

It occurs mainly with the two words oyul “boy, son" and dr “man”, 
the plurals of which are respectively oylan and ärän. This -(a)n is equiva- 
lent to the usual Jor, -lär plural suffix, as is shown by the example, among 
others, of oylan gizlar “boys and girls". Nowhere in the Old Turkish texts 
can a plural *oylar be found. 

Grönbech quotes the Karaim word elan “people, men", which he con- 
siders as a plural-form of el which has to-day in Karaim the same meaning. 
It is difficult to form an opinion on such an isolated case. 

Von Gabain seems to hesitate as to the real meaning of this suffix. On 
p. 85 of her Altiürkische Grammatik she appears to consider the -n as a 
sign of plurality, whereas on p. 61 of the same book she mentions the -n as 
a denominal suffix of derivation, or “perhaps an old plural?". She mentions 
three examples: oylan, drdn, and özän ““Innerstes”. I think the last of 
these, whatever its explanation may be (von Gabain suggests öz “selbst’’), 
must be separated from the other two. 

On pp. 142-3 of the same work, speaking about “Konverba” in -p and 
-pan, von Gabain gives as examples, for the former suffix, gop “alle, ganz" 
which should come from a reconstructed verb *go- (root of the verb god- 
"hinlegen"), and for the latter the word gopan "alle". I do not deny the 
existence of the suffixes concerned, but I cannot help feeling that we face 
here a further case of a plural in -(a)n. After all, the verbal root *go- is only 
hypothetical. 


MONGOL 


It is a well-known fact to-day that Mongol had a plural suffix in -n, 
not used in the classical language, but well preserved in Middle Mongol 
and in some dialects. 

The cases where this suffix occurs have lately been investigated by 
Poppe,!? Haenisch,? and Lewicki. For the Middle Mongol they are 
chiefly: 

1. The plural of the nomina actoris in A, -kdi, e.g., jasaqčin “those who 
rule", dagagcin “those who follow". 


19 Der türkische Sprachbau (Kopenhagen, 1936), pp. 58-9 and 66-8. 

u Cf. T. Kowalski, Karaimische Texte im Dialekt von Troki (Mémoires de la 
Commission Orientaliste de l'Ac.Polonaise des Sc. et des Lettres, No. 11, Krakow, 
1929), p. 183. 

13 Die Sprache der mongolischen Quadratschrift und das Yüan-ch'ao pi-shi (AM Neue 
Folge I, 1944, pp. 97-115), pp. 102-3. 

13 Grammatische Besonderheiten in der Sprache des Manghol un Niuca Tobca’an 
(SO. XIV, 3, 1950), pp. 4-11. 

14 La langue mongole des transcriptions chinoises du XIVe siècle. Le Houa-yi yi-yu 
de 1389 (Travaux de la Société des Sciences et des lettres de Wroclaw, Série A, No. 29, 
1949), Pp. 121-3. 
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2. The plural of the infinitive -qu, -kü, e.g., yorciqun yabuqun elcin 
“the messengers who go and come”. 
3. Generally speaking, words ending in -2. E.g., cerik medegü cerbin 
“the employees controlling the army” (SH. 233). 
4. Plural of the suffix -tu, -tü, -tai, -tei, e.g., moritan “horsemen”. It 
has been kept in several dialects: 
Kalmuck. -ty, e.g., nomto “provided with a book", nomty ‘‘schol- 
ars’’.15 
Monguor. It appears to-day only in one word, amut‘iän “living 
being”, which has the meaning of a singular, but in which Father 
Mostaert rightly sees a primitive plural. 
Ordos. -i'an, -tfen, Zon, -t'ón, e.g., ará't'an “ceux qui ont des 
molaires”. 
5. Several collective nouns kept it: zrgen "people", haran “common 
people" (SH.). 
6. In a few instances, in ordinary use: mut qulagan "these robbers”, 
mayun qaracus "bad subjects". 
A plural suffix in -z is still alive in the Ordos-Dialect: Gayd “pig”, 
plur. Gayan. 


TUNGUZ 


Even. The -n designates in the rst and 2nd persons the plurality of the 
possessor: 

Ju-w “my house” Ju-w-un “our house" 

Ju-s "thy house" ju-s-un “your house" 

ju-l-bu "my houses"  fu-I-bu-n “our houses" 

ju-l-si “thy houses" ` Ju-l-sa-n ''your houses” 

In the Even system of conjugation the possessive suffixes are used as 
personal endings. (Or vice-versa; I do not want to enlarge here on this 
question which would need a special study.) The n here denotes the plural 
e.g., in the past tense: 

Sing. 1 ha-ri-w Plur. 1 ha-ri-w-un 

2 ha-ri-s 2 ha-ri-s-an 

"I knew ... etc.” 

Negidal. Plurality of the possessor: 


Jó-: “my house” Jö-w-un “our house” 
36-s “thy house" Jo-s-un “your house”, etc. 
In the conjugation, e.g., in the tense we might designate as present: 
Sing. 1 wã-m Plur. 1 wd-ya-w-un 
2 wa-s 2 wä-s-un 


“I kill (instantly)”, etc. 


15 Ramstedt's hinted connexion (Kalm. Whuch., p. XVII) with Sino-Korean ting 
“class, group” is senseless. 
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Evenki. Plurality of the possessor: 


purta-w “my knife" purta-w-un “our knife” 
purta-s “‘thy knife" purta-s-un “your knife’’, etc. 
In the conjugation, e.g., in the past tense: 
Sing. I gun-cd-w Plur. 1 gun-có-w-un 

2 gun-ca-s 2 gun-có-s-un 


“I said, etc." 

Ude. The ordinary plural suffix is Zeg, -figo, -figa. The plurality of the 
possession can be expressed in two ways: 

(a) By joining an auxiliary suffix -ngi, -ngu to the plural suffix: grusa- 
jiga-ngi-wa-ni “his stags (acc.)’’, i.e., stem-+ plural--auxiliary suffix J- accu- 
sative-+-3rd pers. sing. poss. suff. 

(b) By joining -na, -no, -nə (or -nta, -nto, -nta) to the stem: ayt-na- 
wa-ni “his elder sisters (acc.)”, i.e., stem-+plural-+ accusative-+ 3rd. pers. 
plur. poss. suff. 

I cannot explain the -nta suffix. 


WS + 


I think that the plural -n can be traced with a probability bordering 
upon certainty in at least one of the Chinese transcriptions of a Turkish 
folk-name. 

The name of the Kirghiz appears in the Chinese sources, if we dis- 
regard variants, in the following forms: 

i. ES Hsia chia ssu 

2. ti Chieh ku 

3. BR Chien k‘un (or hun). 

The first form and its variants are trisyllabic transcriptions of the word 
girgiz, but could equally well be read as *girgis. 

The second form indicates original girgut. Forms of this type actually 
occur in Mongol, kergüd, kirgit, and can be met in Manchu: kıragut, keregut. 

As for the third form, Pelliot is right!® in saying that it cannot possibly 
be the transcription of *girgiz or *girqud, but only of a "singular" *girqun, 
which is likely to be a form of Mongol type. 

I think it must be considered as a plural in a. 

The name of the Kirghiz had for a very long time been connected with 
Turkish girg "40", but the final explanation has only been given by 
Ligeti?” who sees in girgiz the word girg provided with a z plural suffix. 
This explanation is corroborated by the plural forms in -d and fits my 
theory concerning the form qirqun. 

The name of the Kirghiz, “the forties’, could bear several plural 


16 JA. 1927, I, p. 137. 
1! Die Herkunft des Volksnamens Kirgis (KCsA. I, 5, 1926, pp. 369-383). 
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suffixes (-z, ?-s, -£, -n), just as other folk-names mentioned by Ligeti, e.g., 
teleut-—teleus. 


2. -T 
FINNO-UGRIAN 

Finnish, Ordinary, nominal, plural in -t, e.g., kala “fish”, plur. kalat. 

Vogul. Plural in 3 e.g., lū “horse”, plur. lit. 

Ostiak. Plural in -t, e.g., lau “horse”, plur. lauat. 

The -{ appears in the Ostiak objective conjugation where it denotes 
the plurality of the obiect 18 In the Dialect of Sherkal, used as a literary 
language, the objective personal suffixes of a stem ending in a vowel are, 
e.g., for the singular: 

One object: rst. pers. -em, 2nd. pers. en, 3rd pers. -te; 

Several objects: 1st pers. -fam, 2nd pers. Zon, 3rd pers. -te. 

E.g., mas-em “I gave it", mas-t-am “I gave them (acc.)”. 

Mordvin. Plural in -t, e.g., tolga "feather", plur. tolgat. 

Cheremis. In most tenses of the conjugation -£ is the distinctive sign 
of the 3rd pers. plural as opposed to the singular. E.g., kaja ‘‘he goes”, kajat- 
"they eo" 319 

In the system of possessive suffixes, -? is used to mark the plurality of 
the 3rd person possessor: iga “elder brother", z£aZe “his elder brother", 
tgast "their elder brother". In the singular a former voiceless $ passed into 
26 

SAMOYEDE 

Plural forms in -£ can be found in a number of Samoyede languages: 

Ostiak-Samoyede: loga “fox”, plur. logat. 

Tawgy: kula “raven”, plur. kula’. 

Jenissei-Samoyede: libe “eagle”, plur. libe’. 

Samoyede conjugation makes an extensive use of this morpheme. The 
question cannot, however, be followed up here. 

x + * 


I think it unnecessary to expatiate on this well-known Uralian plural 
suffix. 
MONGOL 
One of the most common Mongol plural suffixes is -t or -d. The Mongol 
script does not distinguish between final -t and -d, but the traditional 
spelling of the Classical Mongol is -d, and not -t as has been wrongly stated 
by Hambis.?t E.g., morin “‘horse’’, plur. morid, elei “ambassador”, plur. elcid. 


18 Cf. Klemm, op. cit, p. 110, and W. Steinitz, Ostjakische Grammatik und 
Chrestomathie (Leipzig, 1950), pp. 76—7. 

1? Cf. Beke, NyK. XLI, pp. 73. 

20 Cf. Beke, NyK. XL, pp. 250-3. 

H Grammaire de la langue mongole écrite (Paris 1945), pp. 3-4. 
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The evidence of some dialect forms points to a voiced explosive: 

Mod. Lit. Mongol: gi$üün “member, limb", plur. gisiiid. 

Buryat: yamäng "goat", plur. yamdd; nüxer “comrade”, plur. nüyed. 

Kalmuck: noyn “prince”, plur. noyon. 

On the other hand the oldest documents of Mongol mainly show 
plural forms in -£. So does the Secret History, e.g., qan “king”, plur. qat; 
xonindi “shepherd”, plur. xoninät, or the Hua-yi yi-yü, e.g., hon "year", 
plur. hot.” 

Several dialects, too, show a voiceless explosive: 

Ordos: efin “lord”, plur. efit, but also k“ü “son”, plur. Krop, 

Mogol: morin "horse", plur. morit. 

Khalkha: mori “horse”, plur. morit, but also: yang “prince”, plur. yãd. 

In the present state of our knowledge we cannot decide on internal 
Mongol evidence, which of the two forms, the voiced or the voiceless one, 
has to be considered as the original. The evidence of the related languages 
is in favour of an original -i. 


TURKISH 


In Old Turkish we have some traces of a plural in -?, considered by 
von Gabain as “altertümlich und fremd”?3 and for that reason classified 
by her as a denominal derivation suffix. Elsewhere she expresses the view 
that this is “the Mongol -7".*4 

The termination usually occurs in titles: Gert, tarqat from the singulars 
tigin, tarqan, but we also have siit “milk” which can hardly be separated 
from Mong. sün. 

The suffix appears also in some folk-names, amongst which the name 
of the Turks is particularly important. Their Chinese designation 3 ik 
T‘u chiieh has been interpreted by Pelliot as the transcription of a form 
türküt, supposed to be a Mongol plural-form, the Juan-juan denomination 
of the Turks. Ever since this interpretation was advanced, there was a general 
consensus of opinion on its validity. Some ten years ago I pointed out?5 
what I considered then, and still consider to-day, as a paralogism in this 
theory. One of the arguments I advanced does not hold true. My amende 
honorable?* came too late to become known to Pelliot.?" More recently, 
the late Kotwicz made a few remarks on this sufhx.28 He seems to 
favour my theory as he does not mention anything on a Mongol origin of 
this suffix. 


22 Lewicki, op. cit., p. 121. 

33 Op. cit., p. 63. 

24 Ibid., p. 85. 

z5 JA. 1939, II, pp. 548-9. 

26 JA. 1946-47, p. 62. 

2? Cf. his posthumous Notes sur l’histoire de la Horde d’Or (Paris, 1950), p. 232. 
!* Contributions à l'histoire de l Asie Centrale (RO. XV, 1948, pp. 159-195), p. 189. 
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I still regard my former conclusions as valid, even if part of the proof 
I gave must be abandoned. The suffix -t is, from a synchronic standpoint, a 
Turkish morpheme. It occurs, as I have shown, in folk-names which for 
obvious historical reasons cannot be considered as belonging to 2 Mongol 
nomenclature. It seems clear that even in the earliest stage of Turkish known 
to us, its use was very limited, and that it was hardly felt any longer as a 
plural suffix. The reasons for that may partly lie in the general structure of 
Turkish which is rather hostile to the plural, or also in the fact that, after 
all, this suffix was borrowed from another language. It may also be that 
these two reasons acted simultaneously: In our conclusions we shall have 
to deal with this problem; for the time being it may suffice to underline 
again, that a -t plural does occur in Turkish. 


TUNGUZ 


Nowhere does -¢ appear as an active suffix, but in a number of instances 
it can be disclosed through the analysis of grammatical forms. For example: 

Ude. In the personal pronouns: . 

ist pers. sing. bz plur. (inclusive form) minti. 

3rd pers. sing. nua plur. nuati. 

The exclusive form of the 1st pers. plur. bu, is the "regular" parallel 
to bi, as it is formed simply by a vocalic change, whereas the inclusive form 
consists of the singular with a superadded plural suffix. For a complete 
understanding it has to be remembered that the stem of the tst pers. sing. 
is *min-, the form in which it appears in all oblique cases, e.g., dative min-du. 

Even. It can be detected in the et pers. plur. (inclusive) pronoun mut, 
as opposed to the singular bi (stem *min-) and the exclusive plural form bu 
(stem *mun-). 

I am also inclined to see a -? plural in the possessive suffix of the 3rd 
pers. plur. -tan, e.g., fu-tan "their house". As we have seen above (p. 209), 
for the 1st and 2nd persons, the plurality of the possessor is indicated by 
the plural -n. As the possessive suffix of the 3rd pers. sing. is -n (e.g., Ju-n 
“his house”), a phonetically different sign has been used to show the 
plurality of the 3rd person possessor. 

Evenki. The situation is very similar in this Dialect. 

The 1st pers. plur. inclusive pronoun is mit, opposed to the sing. bi 
(stem *min-), the possessive suffix of the 3rd pers. plur. is -tin. E.g., purta-n 
“his knife”, purta-t-in "their knife". 


+ + * 


The impression one gets from these facts is that the -£ plural is not 
genuinely T'unguz. Pronouns are usually conservative, and tend to keep 
morphemes which are no longer in use elsewhere. This general consideration 
is, however, not operative in our case for the following reasons. Altaic 
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languages lack a 3rd person pronoun, which is made up nearly always by a 
demonstrative pronoun. Now the -f appears in the 3rd pers. pronoun as a 
late addition to distinguish it from the singular, which, being a demonstra- 
tive pronoun, was probably used originally both for the singular and the 
plural. 

The formation of the 1st pers. plur. inclusive pronoun was subject to the 
same principle. Most likely it came later to double the already existing 
pronouns. It is probable that the semantic distinction developed later as a 
consequence of the coexistence of the two (incl. and excl.) forms. 

If this theory proves to be correct, and I do not feel very strongly on 
the subject, it shows that the presence of the -f in the system of personal 
pronouns does not necessarily mean that it is an archaic feature of the 
language; it may equally well be a loan-suffix. In any case it must be 
admitted that its use in Tunguz is very limited. 


3. -L 
TuNGUZ 

Evenki. Plural in -I, e.g., fu “house”, plur. jul. 

Even. Plural in -I, e.g., del “head”, plur. delal. 

Nanaj. The -! appears not as a nominal plural suffix but only in the 
3rd pers. plural of some verbal forms. In these cases it is used to differen- 
tiate the plural form from the singular. For example: 

In the subjunctive (the term is inexact): bumca “he would give", 
bumcal “they would give”. 

In the indefinite present: buri "he gives”, buril “they give”. 

In the so-called “Future I”: bujara “he shall give" (approx.), bufaral 
“they shall give” (approx.). 

(See p. 216, the similar use of the plural -7 in Even.) 


MoncoL 

In Middle Mongol a plural in -/ is to be found, which is unknown in 
Classical Mongol, and so far as I know in the modern dialects. 

This suffix has been brought to notice by Lewicki?® who gives the 
following examples among others: kimul as a plural of Class. Mong. kimusun 
"nail", dabayal as a plural of dabaya "mountain Gass "29 

Lewicki suggests that this plural suffix may well be hidden in the final 
-l of the folk-names Sartayul and Mongyol. His hypothesis is very attractive. 
Sartayul could be the plural of Sartag, the usual denomination in Central 
Asia of Muslims. Sartayul appears already on the “Stone of Chingis’’, so 
far the oldest monument of Mongol. 


1? Op. cit., p. 123. 
30 This second example occurs in the 56th paragraph of the SH. In Pelliot’s post- 
humous edition (p. 12) this word is transcribed daba'at, but this is simply a misprint. 
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As for the name mongyol, it would certainly be worth while to enter 
deeper into the matter. For the present we shall limit ourselves to a few 
points. During the T‘ang period the name mongyol appears for the first time 
in Chinese sources. It is transcribed: a JL Méng-wu or S J£ Méng-wa. 
The second, if not simply a graphic alteration of the first, could represent a 
"singular" *mongyo or *mongyu. The first, according to Pelliot,?! “repré- 
sente, avec son ancien -ò final, soit Moriyol, soit un pluriel spirant ou 
sifflant de Morryol . . .". It is difficult to see whether Pelliot had in mind a 
*mongyos~mongyus form or something else. However, it is for us only of 
secondary importance, as later Chinese sources transcribe the name either 
in the singular, as e.g., SS Méng-ku, or with a final spirant, e.g., SS Sr 
Méng-ku-ssu. In transcriptions of this latter type I see a plural-form in -s, 
just as in Manchu the name of the Mongols is monggoso, composed of a 
singular monggo-]- plural suffix -so. Their name in Evenki is still a singular 
mongo. But if the final -/ of the name is not etymological (and both Chinese 
and Tunguz forms tend to show this), that is to say, if the original form of 
the name was mongyo, then there is great likelihood that the form mongyol 
was a plural, identical in its construction with, e.g., Manchu monggoso. 


SAMOYEDE 


Ostiak-Samoyede. Plural in -la, e.g., loga "fox", plur. logala; kule 
“raven”, plur. kulela. 

It also serves in the possessive system to mark the plurality of posses- 
sion, e.g., loga-t “his fox”, loga-la-t “his foxes”. 

Since Castrén's? time it has generally been held that this suffix is 
borrowed from the Turkish Jor, - an unfounded opinion. On the other 
hand Castrén hints at a possible connexion with the Tunguz -/ plural and 
the Cheremis plural suffix -Bilä. 


FINNO-UGRIAN 


With some hesitation I should like to mention a suffix which may have 
some connexions with the above-mentioned forms, 

In the UrZum-Dialect of Cheremis, Wichmann noted a denominal 
collective suffix Jo, used as a plural. E.g., kod “fir-tree, pine", kogla “pine- 
forest"; korna “road”, plur. kornala. 

Wichmann quotes also some curious Finnish and Carelian forms as 
taloloissa instead of taloissa “in the houses", where -lo- could be a plural 


suffix. 


+ + c 


31 JA. 1920, I, p. 146. 
33 Samojedische Grammatik, pp. 109 and 141. 
9 Beiträge zur tscheremissischen Nominalbildungslehre (JSFOu, XXX, 6), p. 16, 
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Both Finno-Ugrian and Samoyede forms may, following Lehtisalo,* 
be traced back to an Uralian collective-suffix Jo -/, a view which met with 
Ravila's approval.55 

I am not quite sure whether all these Uralian suffixes are cognate with 
one another in the usual meaning of this term. They are much too sporadic 
to allow the reconstruction of a Uralian suffix; we may well be compelled 
to go further back to a Ural-Altaic stage. The suffix may originally have been 
a Tunguz plural, which primarily spread into the Mongol and Samoyede 
fields and of which the quoted Turkish and Finno-Ugrian forms are the 
furthest extensions. All this is, naturally, purely hypothetical, and a matter 
of interpretation, whereas the presence of an -/ plural-element in the 
Tunguz, Mongol and Samoyede languages is an undeniable fact. 


4. -R 
Tunguz 

Manchu. Plural in -rz. This is a rather rare but well-attested plural 
suffix. E.g., mafa “‘grand-mother’’, plur. mafart. 

Manchu, normally, does not allow the presence of an -r at the end of a 
word. 

Nanaj. A -ri suffix appears in connexion with the reflexive (emphatic) 
pronoun, and the reflexive possessive suffixes. E.g., mapi “acc. sing. of the 
reflexive pronoun (for all persons)”, plur. mapar:. 

Evenki. Words ending in -n may form their plural by replacing this 
sound with an -r, or in less precise terms, words ending in -n may have a 
plural in -r. E.g., oron “deer”, plur. oror; murin "horse", plur. murir. 

In the emphatic forms of the possessive suffixes, the -7 denotes the 
plurality of the possessor. The suffixes for the singular and the plural are 
respectively -wz, -mi and -war, -mar, -war, -mar, etc. E.g., Ju-wi “my (thy, 
his) own house”, ju-w-ar “our (your, their) own house”. 

Even. Plural in -r, e.g., oron “deer”, plur. oror; herkan "knife", plur. 
herkar. 

It can also be traced in the emphatic forms of the possessive suffixes, 
e.g., herka-mi “my (thy, his) own knife", herka-m-ur “our (your, their) own 
knife". 

With some hesitation, I am inclined to see this plural suffix in the 3rd 
person plural personal ending -r of the future tense. The 3rd person singular 
is formed by the addition of an -n to the thematic -j- sign of the tense; 
whereas in the plural this -z changes, just as in the case of the nouns, into 
-r, which otherwise is not used as a personal ending. E.g., ha-fi-n “he will 
know", ha-fi-r “they will know”. 


' Über die primären ururalischen Ableitungssuffixe(MSFOu, LXXII, 1936), pp.15of, 
% FUF, XXVII, 1941, p. 104. 


XXIV 


ON SOME URAL-ALTAIC PLURAL SUFFIXES 217 


A similar phenomenon can be observed in Nanaj, but the plural 
sufhx involved is -/ (see above, p. 214). This may support my supposition. 


+ %* 


The Dahur plural suffix -r, e.g., emgüng “woman”, plur. emgür, does 
not belong to this group. It goes back to -d, which passed into -r in this 
dialect, as shown, e.g., by Class. Mong. ongyud Dahur ongör. 

Poppe makes the supposition?* that in the same manner the Tunguz 
plural in -r may be explained as a phonetic development of the Mongol 
plural in -d. Although it would be unwise to rule out altogether this possi- 
bility, I do not think there is much likelihood in it. Tunguz -r, as we shall 
see presently, has Turkish and Uralian connexions which make any recent 
derivation from another sound unacceptable. 


URALIAN 


|. Cheremis. A denominal collective suffix in -r, e.g., lülpo “alder”, lülper 
"alder-grove". 
Jurak. A denominal collective suffix, as in kärß-rie “larch-grove”, 
from kärß “larch”. 
According to Lehtisalo?? the Jurak collective suffix comes from 
Uralian *-r and is related to the above-mentioned Cheremis suffix. 


TURKISH 


B. Munkäcsi ascertained as early as 1884 that it was possible to 
trace in the Turkish languages an old plural in -z, which is no longer 
alive in the modern idioms or even in Old Turkish. Its existence has 
since been confirmed on many occasions by other Turcologists and, 
so far as I can see, it has never been disputed. The following uses can 
be found: 

I. It indicates the plurality of the possessor. Thus in every Common- 
Turkish language the 1st and 2nd person possessive suffixes of the plural 
are formed by adding -z to the corresponding suffixes of the singular. 
E.g., Osmanli el-im “my hand", el-im-iz “our hand”, eo “thy hand", 
el-in-iz “‘your hand”. 

With the regular z~r correspondence we get in Chuvash: Řil-am 
"my house”, kil-am-ar “our house", kil-ü "thy house", kél-a-r “your 
house”. 

2. In the personal endings of the conjugation it indicates the plurality 
of the subject. E.g., Osmanli sever-sin “thou lovest”, sever-sin-iz “you love"; 
Chuvash hil-ap “I shall come", kil-ap-ar “we shall come". 


36 Dagurskoe nareäe, p. 140, and AM. X, p. 211. 
37 MSFOu. LXXII, p. 184. 
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3. In the plural of the 1st and 2nd person personal pronouns, e.g., Old 


Turkish: Sing. 1 ban Plur. 1 biz 
2 sän 2 siz 
Chuvash: Sing. 1 epa Plur. ı epar 

2 esa 2 esor 


4. It appears at the end of some words designating, in most cases, 
those parts of the body which occur in couples, such as eyes, shoulders, legs, 
etc. E.p., köküz "breast", köz "eye", omuz “shoulder”, müngüz, müyüz 
“horn”, etc. 

These forms, and a few others, are usually quoted, but I am very 
doubtful of their real value. köz could perhaps be explained as a deverbal 
noun of a root *kö- (cf., kör- “to see"); omuz is, in spite of the alarm of some 
homines unius linguae, dangerously similar to Greek dpos.28 I do not 
claim that these explanations are more reliable than the attribution of a 
plural -z. I merely want to hint at the tenuousness of that attribution, 
which by dint of repetition threatens to become a well-founded fact. 

5. In Osmanli, as has been pointed out by Deny,®* we find a suffix 
le which, added to numerals, indicates gemination: zkiz “twins” from 
tkt "2". He also mentions the adjectival suffix -(7)z4 formed from the pre- 
ceding one by the addition of the adjectival A This suffix, added to 
cardinal numerals, transforms them into multiplicatives: gës “threefold, 


v CT 


treble” from üc “3”. 
Kotwicz*? was the first to put this form together with those mentioned 


above. 


MONGOL 


In Classical Mongol, the most common plural suffix after vowels is -s: 
ayula “mountain”, plur. ayulas. It appears already in Middle Mongol, e.g., 
in the Secret History: dmd “woman”, plur. ämäs, äkä "mother", plur. äkäs. 

The suffix is not unknown in the dialects: 

Kalmuck E.g., ema “woman”, plur. emas. 

Khalkha. E.g., noxoi “dog”, plur. noyos. 

Ordos. E.g., eme “woman”, plur. emes. 

Monguor. It appears only in connexion with the dative and locatives 
suffixes, e.g., sGesbu, plur. dative to sce “great, aged”. 


+ + * 


Manchu. The plural suffix -sa, -so, -se, -si, is presumably a loan from 
Mongol. E.g., haha “man”, plur. hahasi. 


38 Cf. W. Bang, Beiträge zur türkischen Wortforschung (Turan, 1918, pp. 289-310), 
p. 309. 

39 Grammaire de la langue turque (Paris, 1921), p. 318. 

40 Les pronoms dans les langues altaiques (Mémoires de la Commission Orientaliste 
No, 24, Krakow, 1936), p. 14. 
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The 1st person plural inclusive pronoun muse certainly includes the 
same plural?! although the presence of u in the stem cannot be easily 
explained. 


* + * 


Turkish. The simple -s plural cannot be found in Turkish languages 
or, at least, its existence is not clearly demonstrable. 

Yakut has a plural in -s but this goes back to Common Turkish -z. 

An interesting hypothesis has been put forward by Ramstedt.*? Ac- 
cording to him, the s in the 3rd person possessive forms of Turkish: -s#, -si 
is a plural sign. He supposes that the original 3rd pers. poss. suffix is the 
one still in use after consonants: -2 (which would be the primitive Turco- 
Mongol 3rd pers. sing. pronoun *7), and that -sz was originally the suffix of 
the 3rd pers. plural, which, as often happens, later penetrated into the 
singular. His theory has been taken up by Kotwicz,** but it does not seem 
to me that the evidence brought forward can be considered conclusive. The 
difficulty lies, first of all, in the absence of other -s plurals. Those men- 
tioned by Ramstedt are in fact plurals in -x which have gone through the 
phonetic change z>s. 

Kotwicz professes to see this plural suffix in the final -$ of the 3rd 
person plural personal endings of the Chuvash verb, e.g.: 

Future, 3rd pers. sing. -a, plur. ai 

Past perfect 3rd pers sing. -72, -da, plur. -ra$, - £f. 

Confirmation of this theory depends on whether we can establish a 
correspondence: Common Turkish -s~Chuvash -$. 

The first difficulty we encounter is already a capital one: there is no 
final -s to be found in Common Turkish. Final -s does occur in some 
Turkish languages, the Altai-Dialects, Yakut, etc., but is usually con- 
sidered the result of a change -2>-s, e.g., Yakut küs "autumn" < CT. küz. 
On the other hand the counterpart in Chuvash of CT. -z is -r: kar "autumn". 
I can quote only one case where CT. -z corresponds to Chuvash -£: CT. 
köz "eye" ~ Chuvash kulg. 

Otherwise the CT. parallels of Chuvash -£ are -é, or -§, e.g., CT. baš 
"head" ~ Chuvash pus, CT. aë- “to open” Chuvash us. 

But even if a correspondence Common Turkish -z ~ Chuvash -$ and 
with it an equation (let us say) Yakut -s ~ Chuvash -$ were well established, 
we should still have to explain the change: Common Turkish -s ~ Chuvash 
A I do not see how we can possibly do so, since final -s, as already pointed 
out, does not exist in Common Turkish. 


& Ibid., pp. 4 ff. 
#2 Über mongolische Pronomina (JSFOu. XXIII, 1906, 3), pp. 19-20. 
4 Les pronoms . . . pp. 23 fl. 
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In the present state of our knowledge we are not in a position to speak 
of an s-plural in Turkish languages. 


As I have put suffixes of different phonetic shape under the same 
heading “4. -R’’, it remains to give an interpretation of them. 

The correspondence Common-Turkish -z ~ Tunguz -r is well es- 
tablished. E e: 

CT. yüz "face" (KäSyari, Osmanli, Coman, etc.), Bashkir yer, Altaic 
dial. yüs, etc. 

m~ Manchu dere “face”, EvenkiVasil. dara, NanajPetr. darag, dərəl, 
OlchaSchmidt dörö, Tung. Castr. därä, SolonPoppe daral, etc. 

CT. tuz "salt" (KäSyari, Coman, etc.), Yakut tds, etc. 

eo EvenkiVasil., TungCzek. turuka “salt”, cf. Amur ?Goldi, Shiro- 
kogoroff, turuka “id” 

CT. os “dust” (Ka&yari, Coman, etc.). 

rw EvenLevin tur “earth, soil", LamutBogoraz tur(d), Shirokogoroff 
tur, Manchu toron. 

On the evidence of these correspondences (their number could be 
increased) I assume that the Turkish z-plural is etymologically identical 
with the Tunguz r-plural. We have seen that the Chuvash correspondence 
of the CT. suffix also is -r. We thus have proof that suffixes may be subject 
to the same phonetic changes as the roots. The identity in the use of the 
suffix in Turkish and Tunguz is almost complete. 

If we admit that the Chuvash -r and the Common Turkish -z 
plural suffixes are identical—and nobody seems to have doubts on the 
equation — we can hardly reject the identification of Turkish -æ with 
Tunguz -r. 

We shall now examine the phonetic background of the Mongol plural 
in ~s. 

The "regular" correspondence of medial or final Turkish -z in Mongol 
is -r. There is no need to enlarge here on this well-known point. Neverthe- 
less, in a number of instances we find in Mongol an -s instead of an -r. 
There is perhaps a tendency to forget this fact, although it has been clearly 
established by Gombocz.** A few examples: 

CT. toz “dust” (see above). 

~ Class. Mong. toyusun, BuryatPodg. töhon, tóson, Kalm.Ramst. 4652. 

CT. tuz "salt" (see above). 

ro Class. Mong. dabusun “salt”, Kalm.Ramst. dawsy, MonguorMost. 
DaBs2, Mod.Litt.Mong.Rinëine davs(an), BBury.Poppe Dawuhu. 


#4 Zur Lautgeschichte der altaischen Sprachen (KSz. XIII, 1912-13, pp. 1-37), 
passim. 
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The word passed from Mongol into Tunguz, e.g., Manchu dabsun, 
NanajPetr. daosun, OlchaSchmidt dausu.45 

In a number of instances Mongol shows, in the same word, a twofold 
correspondence with Turkish: 

CT. öz “itself, self”. 

m~ Class.Mong. öber “self”, but also in the SH. ö’äsün. 

In the Classical Mongol declension of this reflexive pronoun we still 
have forms of the two types: 

Nom. über. 

Sing. Acc. öber-iyen or öbesü-ben. 

Plur. Acc. öbersed-iyen or öbesüd-iyen. 

Plur. Gen. öbersed-ün or öbesüd-ün. 

Plur. Dat. öbersed-tegen or öbesüd-tegen. 

CT. käz-, e.g., Käÿyari käz- “to cross a country", ComanGrónb. kez- 
"to walk around", Osm. gez- “to walk", Kirg.Judakhin kez- “to walk, to 
stroll, etc. 

rw Class.Mong.Golst. kerü- “to prowl”, Kalm.Ramst. ker- “to stroll", 
but also: Class.Mong.Kow. kesü- “to prowl’, Ord.Most. Gesu-, Kalm. 
Ramst. kes#l- “jemanden umherschlendern lassen". 

~~ (Manchu hergi- “to prowl", NanajPetr. harka- "to wind round", 
EvenLevin harka-). 

If a correspondence Turkish -« ~ Mongol -s can be admitted, and the 
above examples show that there can be no doubt on this point, then we are 
entitled to regard the plurals Turkish -z, Mongol -s, and Tunguz -r as 
different forms of the same suffix. 

So far as one can see these suffixes are not cognate, but the Mongol 
suffix has simply been borrowed from the Turkish. The z ~r correspon- 
dence belongs to an older stage of Turco-Mongol relations than s ~r. 
We must admit either scheme: 

^» Tunguz r 
Altaic *r < 
“Turkish z> Mongol s 
or a scheme 
Altaic *r» Tunguz r> Turkish z> Mongol s. 

The question now arises how the Uralian collective -r can be fitted 
into this scheme. I think that can be done quite easily, for the following 
correspondences can be established between the languages concerned: 

(a) Uralian -r ~ Turkish -z. 

Jurak yur "ioo" ~ CT. yüz “100” is the classical and convincing 
example of that correspondence which appears in many other instances 
whose discussion would lead us away from our subject. 


45 An interesting case is: CT. tángiz "sea" (?Chuvash > Hungarian tenger ''sea"); 
Mong. tenggis “sea”; EvenkiVasil. tung5r “lake”. 
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(b) Uralian -r ~ Tunguz -r. E.g.: 

Vog.Ahlqv. sar, ńīr "marsh, fen", Ost.Karj. #ärem, Votj.Munk., Zürj. 
Wied. nur, etc. Ostiak-Samoyede gor 

eu Manchu niyari “a wet place", EvenkiVasil. ñarut “lake”, Dialect of 
Erbogoécensk #aru “little lake" 

(~ Class.Mong. nayur “lake”, Kalm.Ramst. när “id.”, etc., cf. also 
verbs like Class. Mong.Kow. noryu- “to wet", nor- “to be wet", etc.). 

These are only a few samples of a very wide-spread group. 

Further Tunguz-Uralian equations could easily be given, but I should 
like to avoid any deviation from our subject. In any case, the weakness of 
the hypothesis lies not in the phonetic but in the morphological field: the 
existence of an r-plural in Uralian is hypothetical. 

+ + # 

I should like now to summarize what has been set out in the preceding 
pages. 

Four suffixes have been discussed: -z, -t, -/, and -r. The extent of their 
application can be defined as follows: 

1, -n. Is extensively used by Uralian and Tunguz languages in con- 
nexion with the personal endings. I think that this limitation in use is not 
without significance for the investigation of the origin of that form. -n 
appears frequently in Middle Mongol. As this language has no possessive 
system similar to that of Uralian and Tunguz languages, the suffix has been 
used for different though still rather limited purposes. This morpheme is 
attested also in Turkish but only in a very few instances; clearly it never 
played an important role in that language. 

2. -t. Is very well attested in the Uralian domain where it is used for 
various purposes. It is common in Mongol dialects. The scope of its em- 
ployment in Tunguz is limited to pronouns and personal suffixes. A -t 
plural appears in Turkish only incidentally. 

3. -l, Is a typically "northern" suffix, limited to Samoyede and 
Tunguz. The few instances in which it appears in Mongol are either 
archaisms or sporadic loans from T'unguz. 

4. -r. Is apparently a very ancient plural, common to Turkish and 
Tunguz. In Mongol it must be a comparatively recent borrowing from 
Turkish. If the few Uralian collective -r suffixes belong to the Altaic forms, 
they can hardly be considered recent borrowings. They are faint traces of 
very old Ural-Altaic contacts or of cognate relationship. 


B. COMPOUND SUFFIXES 


We designate as “compound” those plural suffixes which have been 
formed by a combination of at least two suffixes. T'he components, in their 
turn, may be simple or compound suffixes. 
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The constituent elements of such a compound suffix may be separately 
in constant use in the language which puts them side by side. In that case 
we may speak of “living compounds”. On the other hand one or several of 
the elements composing the actual plural suffix may no longer be in use as 
independent formatives, in which case we have to speak of “dead com- 
pounds”. 

Even a limited study shows that the use of compound plural suffixes 
is common practice; Mongol languages give us particularly convincing 
examples. 

In Classical Mongol the living plural suffixes -s, -d, -nar, -ud are 
currently joined: -s+-ud, -d-+-ud, -nar--ud. E.g., üile “deed”, plur. Gier or 
iulesüd; qayan “prince”, plur. gayad or qayadud, lama “priest”, plur. 
lamanar or lamanarud. 

Compound plural suffixes are quoted by Father Mostaert in the Ordos 
dialect: lamanarit "priests", Got‘opät or Got‘osüt "towns". -nar, At, D 
-s are, in this dialect all living plural suffixes which can be used separately. 

In Khori-Buryat, -nar and -nüd, both active plural suffixes, are some- 
times joined together: aya “elder brother", plur. axanarniid. 

In Kalmuck, the plural suffixes -düp, and -sZp (e.g., móridup, mórisup 
"horses") are composed, as Ramstedt rightly pointed out, of the plurals in 
-$, =D, D, all of them living. 

* + A 

I shall give now a conspectus of the dead compound plural suffixes of 

the Altaic languages with reference to some Finno-Ugrian forms. 


1. N--R 

This combination is well attested in Mongol. 

Classical Mongol, aga “elder brother", plur. aganar. 

Khalkha, axa, plur. axanar. 

Ordos, aya, plur. ayanar. 

Buryat, aya, plur. ayanar. 

Kalmuck, aya, plur. axanar. 

It is customary to consider this suffix the Mongol variant of the 
Turkish plural Jo. No phonetic evidence can be adduced to back this 
opinion which, if I am not mistaken, goes back to Castrén. Ramstedt in one 
of his over-hasty statements*® suggests a comparison not only with Turkish 
-lar, but also with Yakut när “together” and Kalmuck narma “all”. 

The Yakut plural suffix -nar, -ner, -nör, etc., occurs in connexion with 
words ending in nasals (z, m, ng) and must thus be considered as a phonetic 
variant of Jor, 

So far as our earliest records of this language go, Mongol never had a 


46 Kalm. Wbuch., p. XVI. 
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plural in -r, whereas -n, attested in the oldest documents, has more or less 
always remained in use. Therefore the easiest explanation of such com- 
pounds, according to which the first element was no longer felt as a plural 
suffix and a second plural was added, cannot be applied in this case. The 
addition of -r must have been due to the speakers of a language in which -r 
was a living and -n a dead, or at least a dying, suffix. The condition is 
easily fulfilled by Tunguz, in the form in which it is known to us. 

The question now arises how a Tunguz suffix came into Mongol. I 
suppose that -nar is a Tunguz plural suffix, which, although no longer in 
use in the dialects known to us, was borrowed by Mongol. The speakers 
who introduced this suffix into Mongol must have been Mongol-speaking 
Tunguzes in process of giving up their own language. Such a supposition 
accounts also for the absence of -nar in the existing Tunguz dialects: the 
lending language has been absorbed by Mongol. It must be remembered 
that -nar in Mongol is a redundant suffix, the use of which is limited to 
forming the plural of nouns designing men or gods.?? It occurs in the 
earliest written records; this fact, however, as these documents are com- 
paratively recent, is not at variance with our theory. 

The second possible explanation would be that Mongol-speaking 
Tunguzes transferred their own plural -r into their new language. The 
birth of -nar thus would have taken place in the Mongol domain. 

In both alternatives foreign, presumably Tunguz, influence must be 
taken into account. 

2. N--S 

Ordos. Plural in -nūs, in connexion with personal pronouns, e.g., 
BiDanüs “we”. 

Khori-Buryat. -nüs, limited to pronouns, e.g., t‘Gnüs “you’’.48 

Chuvash. This language shows instead of the usual plural -/ar of 
Turkish, the plural suffix -sem, -sam, e.g., kil “house”, plur. kilsem. 

In several oblique cases this suffix appears in the form -san, -sen. E.g., 
in the dative we have kil-e, plur. kil-sen-e. 

Chuvash final -m is the regular equivalent of Turkish -n. E.g., CT. 
garin "belly" ~ Chuvash hiram, CT. yalin “flame’’~ Chuvash solam. It is 
a well-known fact that the Chuvash loan-words in Hungarian bear testi- 
mony to the antiquity of the change n> m. Hungarian szdm (phonetically 
sam) ~ Chuvash sum ~ CT. san number" .4? 


47 Hambis (Grammaire mongole, p. 3) is unaware of the distinction in use between 
plurals in -s and in -nar. He copies Schmidt’s Grammatik der mongolischen Sprache, 
pp. 25-6, without even altering the order of the examples given. He merely adds a 
mistake of his own by claiming that tengri-ner means “cieux” and tengris “les dieux”. 
The reverse is correct. 

48 Cf. Rudneev, Khori-burjatskij govor‘, I, p. XLVII, quoted by Poppe, Voprosy 
grammatiki mongol’skogo jazyka (ZIV. II, 1933, pp. 51-68), p. 62. 

1? Cf. recently Räsänen, SO. XV, 1949, p. 205. 
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The Chuvash treatment of CT. -n thus allows us to derive the Chuvash 
plural suffix -sam from a former -san, which is not a starred form as it is 
still preserved in some of the oblique cases. This -san should then be a 
compound suffix uniting s and n.® 

Kamass-Samoyede uses a plural suffix whose main forms are: -sang, 
-seng, -zang, -zäng: t*o “reindeer”, plur. t*ozang. The phonetic resemblance 
of this suffix to the above-mentioned Chuvash form was noticed already by 
Castrén." We cannot at present decide whether the forms concerned are 
in fact linked together or whether the resemblance is coincidental. 


3. N+T 
Among the living languages only Buryat shows this combination: -nad, 
-nad, e.g., axanad “elder brothers”. In Khori-Buryat the suffix is super- 
added to the 2nd person plural personal pronoun: f‘dnat "you". 9? 
Strangely enough we meet this suffix as early as in the Secret History, 
but only in connexion with the word beri “daughter-in-law”, plur. berinet.® 


4. NEI 
Mordvin collective suffix in aal E.g., kuz “fir-tree”, kuznal “fir-wood 
(forest); kev "stone", kevnal “stony place’’.™ 


5. S+L 

Nanaj. Ordinary plural suffix -sal, -sal, e.g., hoton "town", plur. 
hotonsal. 

This suffix has already been recognised by Kotwicz as55 a compound 
of -sa and A 

Evenki. Plural in -sal, -səl, e.g., murin "horse", plur. murisal. 

I am inclined to see a double compound in the plural -nasal, -näsäl, 
etc., noted by Castrén in the dialect of Nerchinsk: s--s4-1. This suffix is 
used in connexion with kinship terms, e.g., baja “brother-in-law”, plur. 
bajanasal. 

Dahur. Plural in -sal, -säl, e.g., bere “daughter-in-law”, plur. beresäl. 

Poppe is right in considering this suffix as a compound (Leef and a 
borrowing from Tunguz.5¢ 


50 A short survey of previous explanations has been given by Kotwicz, Les pro- 
noms ...pp.25-6. _ 

51 Samojedische Grammatik, p. 109. 

52 Cf. p. 224, note 48. 

53 Cf, Haenisch, Wörterbuch zu Manghol un Niuca Tobca’an (Leipzig, 1939), s.v. 
beri. 

5* Lehtisalo, MSFOu. L XXII, p. 150. 

55 Les pronoms ... p. 24. 

56 Dagurskoe narecie, pp. 150 f. 
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6. L+R 

The plural suffix common to all Turkish languages except Chuvash, 
is -lar, -lär. As it is sufficiently well known I can dispense with examples 
of its use. This suffix is of common occurrence in both nominal and verbal 
forms. 

Many explanations of the etymology of this suffix have been attempted. 
They have been particularly well reviewed by Kowalski,5? so that it is not 
necessary to enlarge on the matter. I should like only to refer to two works, 
one by Kotwicz and one by Grénbech,5® both dealing in detail with the 
question, and published simultaneously with Kowalski’s work. 

I do not think that any of the older explanations can stand on its own 
merit. 

More recently Räsänen has dealt at some length with the origin of this 
suffix.5® In his view, Jor, -lär is a compound formed by an element -/ 
and the Turkish word dr “man”. As for the first of these components, its 
function in Turkish is not quite clear; the suffix in question is -#, used 
in constructions such as ini-li dci-li “? younger and elder brothers". The 
use of a word meaning “man” for the formation of a plural cannot 
be rejected in principle, but it seems strange that this word should only 
have been used in connexion with an -/ morpheme and not put directly 
after the stem, as happens in similar cases both in Turkish and in 
Finno-Ugrian. 

Nevertheless I think that Räsänen, a most ingenious scholar, gave a 
more satisfactory explanation than any one before him. I trust that in the 
light of the evidence which the present article may have brought to the 
understanding of the Altaic system of plural suffixes, the explanation of 
-lar, -lär as a compound suffix composed of the simple plurals / and r will 
appear to him and others as self-evident as it does to me. 

The formation of this suffix could not have taken place in Turkish 
proper, from which both of the formative elements are absent. 

It is established on the strength of internal evidence that Turkish 
developed a plural very late. In the Orkhon Inscriptions -lar appears only 
in a few instances limited to kinship terms. The suffix must have been an 
alien element introduced gradually by Turkish-speaking Mongols and 
Tunguzes, to provide for what they may have felt as a deficiency in Turkish. 
It may also be that the vacuum was filled by the Turks themselves who, 
through constant contacts with Mongols and Tunguzes developed a need 
for plural expression which their own language so far lacked. 


57 Zur semantischen Funktion des Pluralsuffixes -lar, -lär in den Türksprachen 
(Mémoires de la Commission Orientaliste No. 25, Krakow, 1936), pp. 23-32. 
58 Les pronoms . . . and Der türkische Sprachbau, both mentioned above, 


59 Aus der türkischen Formenlehre (JSFOu. L, 1939, 7), pp. 1-6. 
60 Der türkische Sprachbau, pp. 57 fl. 


XXIV 


ON SOME URAL-ALTAIC PLURAL SUFFIXES 227 


7. T+T (C+T) 

A t--t plural can be found in Ordos, but its use is limited to one 
word: Bere “daughter-in-law”, plur. BereDiit. 

It seems probable that suffixes of the type -čut result from a develop- 
ment, -t+vowel> ¢+vowel, which is by no means unusual in Mongol. 
Lack of space forbids me to enter into details about this phonetic change, 
which seems to be fairly recent; for € ~ č alternations are common through- 
out the Mongol Epoch.® This suffix can be met in almost every Mongol 
dialect. Added to adjectives it indicates a class of individuals. 

Classical Mongol. -éud, -čüd, e.g., bayan “rich”, bayacud “the rich".9 

Kalmuck. np, e.g., bayacup "the rich”. 

Ordos. -Eüt, -Cüt, e.g., Bayac“ut “the rich". 

Khalkha. -cüt, -Cüt, e.g., baya “little”, bayacut "the little ones". 

Buryat. -éüd, or in the literary language -fud, e.g., bayasud “the little 
ones". 

8. T--L (C4-L) 

Khalkha. -cil, -Cül, e.g., bayadül (—bayacüt). 

Buryat. In the Congol and Sartul dialects -2Zl, in the literary language 
-Suul, e.g., bayasuul “the rich". 

Lewicki explains® -čul and its "variant" -cud as a compound, com- 
prising the plural suffix - and the particle cv. 


* * * 


If we survey the compound suffixes enumerated above, it becomes 
apparent that the majority of them are found in Mongol. We have been 
able to trace only one compound suffix in Tunguz (s+1), one in Common 
Turkish (/4-7), one in Chuvash (s-+z), and one rather doubtful one in 
Finno-Ugrian (”-+-/). 

A few more compounds may be ascertained by further research but it 
seems unlikely that they will bring essential changes into the picture. 

It will be noticed that not only are, in many cases, the constituent 
elements of the compound absent from the language concerned at the time 
when the compound made out of them is in use, but apparently languages 
use suffixes which are an amalgam including partly or even exclusively 
foreign elements. Such is the case, as we have seen, in Mongol -zar, and 
even to a higher degree in the Turkish plural -/ar. Obviously they had to 


*1 Cf. recently, Pelliot, Notes sur l'histoire . . . p. 17 and pass. 

51 Hambis is wrong in his Grammaire mongole, (p. 4):—(1) in quoting this suffix 
in the form -¢ut, -čüt; (2) in saying that the suffix is used by “Un certain nombre de 
substantifs terminés par -n ou qui ont anciennement comporté un -n . . ." (among 
others one of his own examples, baya “little”, never had a final at: (3) in translating 
bayan and baya as “le riche” and “le petit”, he makes the mistake of treating adjectives 
as nouns. 

Op. cit., p. 123. 
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be borrowed from a language where, certainly at some stage, one or both 
of the constituent elements were alive. 


CONCLUSIONS 

I have not attempted in the present article to give a complete and 
detailed synthesis of the Ural-Altaic plural suffixes. I have had to break new 
ground and have been unable in every case to obtain clear-cut results: even 
less could it be expected in this first attempt to get a comprehensive picture 
of all the problems involved. Nevertheless I think it well worth while to 
draw a few conclusions, not so much for their own sake as to bring out a 
few more results hidden in the facts, and also to give a kind of summary 
for scholars dealing with general linguistics. 

As a first result we may register two new Ural-Altaic correspondences: 
the plurals in - and -ż. Both cases are perfectly clear. The Finno-Ugrian 
and Tunguz facts observed in connexion with -n (the existence of which in 
Tunguz has hitherto been ignored) are as closely parallel as if they belonged 
to the same language. This may also be said, although less emphatically, 
about the -£ plural. Both these suffixes are well represented in Mongol, 
with the obvious difference that the much simpler structure of that language 
did not offer sufficient scope for such minute distinctions as did the Uralian 
and Tunguz languages. 

For some years I have been aware of Uralian- Tunguz contacts, have 
mentioned them occasionally,9* and hope to publish soon some of the 
relevant material I have collected. The plural -/, common to Samoyede and 
Tunguz, with some traces in the other Ural-Altaic languages, is a new fact 
in this connexion. 

The study of Ural-Altaic plural suffixes shows clearly that the crucial 
problem is that of the interrelation of these languages. One would think that 
the complexity of the question is even greater than in the Indo-European 
field. We cannot possibly tackle this problem here. The case of the -r plural 
is a convenient example of the difficulties one may expect to find. 

The adoption of a suffix by one language from another is perhaps the 
most interesting feature we have been able to ascertain in this study. 
Similar cases are by no means uncommon in Indo-European languages but 
they appear in the Altaic field with astonishing frequency. This presupposes 
something more than contacts between the languages involved; we actually 
have to reckon with the fusion of different languages. 

The study of plural suffixes gives us important clues to the under- 
standing of the formation of the personal endings, both nominal and verbal. 
It appears that Ural-Altaic languages originally disposed of only two or 


* Az urdli - mandzsu-tungüz kapcsolatokhoz (Magyar Nyelv, XLVI, 1950, pp. 
164—5). 
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perhaps three personal endings used indiscriminately for singular and plural. 
Plurality was expressed by specialised suffixes added to the singular personal 
endings. Chuvash kil-am-ar "our house” is, as we have shown, formed by 
root-|- possessive suffix+-plural suffix. Even ju-w-ur “our own house" is its 
exact counterpart, whereas, e.g., in Ostiak-Samoyede the same pattern is 
used with various plural suffixes: loga-u or loga-m “my fox”, loga-u-t or 
loga-m-en "our fox". -m, -w, -u are phonetic variants of the same posses- 
sive suffix, -r, -t, -n are various plural suffixes used in a similar rôle. The 
Samoyede forms are particularly interesting because they show the inter- 
changeability of the tools serving the same semantic purpose within the 
framework of one and the same language. This circumstance presupposes 
some etymological consciousness on the part of the speaker. 

The question now arises whether different languages using the same 
constructions composed from the same elements developed the forms 
separately or continued forms which were already present in a primitive, 
let us say Ural-Altaic language. The answer is not easy and a separate view 
has to be taken for each case. 

The striking identity between the above-mentioned Chuvash and Even 
forms is coincidental in so far as each of those languages may have chosen 
a different plural suffix out of the common stock or have put the suffixes 
in a different order. The non-emphatic possessive forms of Even use -n 
instead of -r as plural sign. 

Even if some discrepancies are to be found in the use of an actual 
suffix, the similarities are certainly more numerous and decisive. At least 
as far as the use of plural suffixes is concerned, the close relation existing 
between the Ural-Altaic languages cannot be denied. 

We have just discussed suffixes as they occur in various Ural-Altaic 
languages. We shall now change our viewpoint and glance at each of these 
languages as far as their plural suffixes are concerned. 

Although all Common Turkish dialects know a plural in -lar, this 
suffix must be an innovation because it cannot be traced back to any primi- 
tive form and is unknown even in Chuvash. The available evidence shows 
that all Turkish plural suffixes with the exception of -z have been borrowed 
from other languages. As the latter suffix has only a very limited use 
(mainly personal endings) we must conclude that primitive Turkish (if such 
a language ever existed) had no plural and that its introduction was an 
innovation for which both the impulse and the material came from other, 
probably Tunguz, languages. 

As for Mongol, I am quite prepared to consider it as a mixed language, 
in which it is not always possible to distinguish between the main stock and 
the borrowings. Some features of Mongol cannot be explained except on 
such an assumption, and even in the limited sphere of our subject we can 
find one or two pointers to it. 
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Classical Mongol had eight plural sufhxes, -s, -d, -nar, -nuyud, -sud, 
-dud, -narud, all in common use, and we know that some other Mongol 
plurals, such as a or -], have been eliminated from the classical language. 
This abundance can, in my view, only be explained by the repeated or even 
steady symbiosis of different languages. I purposely avoid the expression 
“superposition” as I do not think we can speak of a dominant and a lower 
language, although that possibility cannot altogether be excluded, at least for 
the whole period of the mixing process. As Ural-Altaic languages rarely have 
more than a few plural suffixes, Mongol must preserve the residue of several 
Altaic languages which either have disappeared or at least are unknown to us 
in the form they had when they influenced Mongol. The question whether 
there was a genuine “Mongol” substratum, related or not to Altaic lan- 
guages, but deeply influenced by them, or whether we must consider 
Mongol purely as a conglomeration, must for the present be left unanswered. 

Clearly the issues involved far outstrip the evidence brought forward 
by plural suffixes but, in my experience, many other facts are in accordance 
with this hypothesis. 

Tunguz uses all the simple Altaic plural suffixes: -z, -t, -l, -r. In 
most of their applications they show noteworthy similarities with Uralian 
and they all seem to belong to the original stock of the language. The 
comparatively small number of composite forms suggests that the language 
has never needed new plurals, the existing ones providing expedients for 
each distinct use. 

The morphological systems of the Tunguz, Uralian, and Turkish 
languages show considerable agreement, a point on which I cannot now 
enlarge. So far as the plural suffixes are concerned, the similarities are 
partly due to innovations. I have not been able to date the formation of the 
3rd pers. plur. personal pronouns of the type #ua-ti in Tunguz, but the 
similar Turkish construction olar is certainly recent. The common features 
of Uralian and Tunguz may be parallel formations, but they may also be 
regarded as evidence for the earlier unity of these languages. The first of 
these alternatives still presupposes a long and close association between the 
languages concerned. Only a fairly complete study of the morphology of the 
two groups can decide this question. 

The morphological system of Mongol, particularly in its earliest stage 
known to us, differs from the Uralian, Turkish, or Tunguz type. Almost 
the same building material has here been used for a different structure. 

In the Uralian field I have not dealt with suffixes to which I have been 
unable to find Altaic correspondences, so it would be rash to draw here 
definite and comprehensive conclusions on the Uralian plural system. 

In spite of these and other obvious shortcomings I am confident that 
some positive results have been obtained in the present paper, which may 
thus contribute to our knowledge of the Ural-Altaic languages. 
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A Ural-Altaic Ordinal Suffix 
By Denis Bop (Cambridge) 


Turkish 


The Common-Turkish suffix of ordinal numerals has more than once attracted 
the interest of scholars. Though some of the variants have recently been listed by 
Isknakov! it may not be superfluous to give here a selection: 

nei, -nei, -indi, -indi, -unêu, -ünlü, -undi, -tinds, etc. and similar forms with a 
-č- can be found, among others, in Uzbek, Oyrot, Kirghiz, Tatar, Western Karaim, 
Modern Uygur. 

ni, -nZi, -inZi, -InZi, -undu, -ünZü ete., i.e. forms with a voiced affricate -3- 
appear, for example, in Osmanli, Turkmen, Khakas. They are also embodied in the 
Sari-Uygur suffix -in3iliy, -ingiliy, -ünzulug, etc. 

-n&i, -n&i, -indi, -indi etc. forms, with a voiceless spirant are attested in various 
dialects such as, e.g. Bashkir, Kazak, Nogay, Karakalpak. In the South-West 
dialect of the last-mentioned language we find forms with an affricate: -(i)nči, 
-(i)nét. Karakalpak has also compound forms: -lané, -len&i, or in the South-West 
dialect: andi, -länzi, -landi, -lenči, e.g. elli “50”, ellilen&i “50th”?. The -Ja-, -le- 
element can be traced back to Chagatay?; from our present point of view it is of 
no immediate interest. 

Old-Turkish has -né, e.g. ülünd “3rd”, törtünd "4th", but “2nd” is ikinti, 
which means that we also have to reckon with an ordinal suffix ap. 

In Middle-Turkish we have -nč and -néi. In the earlier texts, which probably 
reflect the Turkish of the Karakhanids, both forms are attested, whereas Chagatay 
proper has the forms with an end-vowel®. The at suffix survives in Kashgari and 
Rabguzi® and can be traced in Osmanli and Tatar®. 

There are also -mči forms to be found. They occur in Middle-Turkish with the 
3rd person possessive forms, thus 2kiméisi “2nd”. Such forms can also be traced in 
Azeri, though Bane’s statement”: “Im Azeri ist -nči > -mdZi geworden” cannot be 
upheld without qualification. Literary Azeri has -n&i, and “7th” quoted by Bane 


1 pp. 192—195, Issledovanija po sravnitel'noj grammatike tjurkskikh jazykov, II, 
(ed. N. K. Durrarev, Moskva 1956). 

2 N. A. Basxakov, Karakalpakskij jazyk, II, (Moskva 1952) p. 228. 

3 Cf. C. BROCKELMANN, Osttürkische Grammatik der islamischen Litteratursprachen 
Mittelasiens, (Leiden 1954), p. 154; Kant, HEINRICH Menges, Das Cayatajische in der 
persischen Darstellung von Mirzä Mahdi Xan, (Ak. d. Wiss. und der Lit., Geistes- und 
Sozialwiss. Kl., 1956, Nr. 9) p. 43. 

4 Cf. JAnos ECKMANN, Zur Charakteristik der islamischen mittelasiatisch-türkischen 
Literatursprache, (Studia Altaica, Poppe Festschrift 1957) pp. 51—59. 

5 BROCKELMANN, op. cit. p. 164. 

* Martri RAsANEN, Materialien zur Morphologie der türkischen Sprachen, (SO. X XI, 
1957) p. 83. 

? Beitrige zur türkischen Wortforschung II, (Turán 1918) p. 526. 
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as yeddimd i is in the modern dictionary of Smetmv-Orvdov! eddinéi. The texte 
from the Persian Azerbaidjan collected by S. SzAPszar? show -n31. 

From what has been said so far it seems obvious—and to the best of my know- 
ledge it has never been called in question—that the basic form of all these suffixes 
is -n£(?), or -nt(t) and that other forms, such as even Yakut -és, -is, -us, -üs, -8, can 
be regarded as dialectal variants. 

The Chuvash ordinal suffix -məš may or may not be related with the above- 
mentioned forms; more important from our point of view is the Chuvash ordinal 
suffix -am, äm, -m, also present in Bulgar-Turkish and in the Bulgarian Fürsten- 
liste?. The List has also an ordinal suffix -t2rf, which Prrrsax, probably rightly, 
considers as a compound of -ti + m, where the first element can be traced not only 
in the -nti forms of Old- and Middle-Turkish but also, separately, in Bulgar Turkish 
behti "5th". According to PRrrsAx the same combination of elements can be found 
in the Teke-Türkmen forms represented e.g. by «km “2nd”, ü&ümtündi “3rd”. 
I think that Prrrsax—though he does not say so—would be prepared to explain 
the Middle-Turkish -méi- forms in a similar way. In fact these -méi- forms have 
puzzled more than one scholar. Bana, as we have already seen, considered them as 
a development of the -néz form, but did not explain his reasons for doing so. Ram- 
STEDT* acting similarly, stated the opposite: -nti, -ndi -mii. According to Rä- 
sdnEn5 “scheint das m ursprünglich zu sein". 

I think it necessary to examine more closely the possible relationship between 
-nt- and -mt- forms. Four possibilities can be envisaged: 1. The two forms are 
unrelated. 2. -nt > -mi, as suggested, indirectly, by Bane. Such development is, 
for purely phonetic reasons, most unlikely, as there seems to be no reason why a 
dental nasal followed by a dental explosive should develop into a labial nasal. 
Evolution in the opposite direction, i.e. 3. -mt < -nt is much more likely. 4. It is 
possible, theoretically at least, that no diachronic explanation is possible, that we 
have to be satisfied with the registration of an -mt ~ -nt alternance. 

Evidence can be adduced to show the existence of such -mt ~ -nt alternance, 
and I should like to demonstrate it from a word which has caused some perplexity 
to students of Mongol philology. 

The Mongol word turumtai denotes some sort of a bird of prey, and is attested 
as early as in the Secret History and in a number of Mongol dialects. The word 
received the attention of Fr. A. Mostarrt®,C.R. BAwWDEN? and of Exton Haznıson®, 
Fr. Mosrazrt is aware of its occurrence in Turkish, namely in Kashgari. It clearly 
was not Fr. MosraerT’s task to follow this word further in the Turkish field, though, 
from our point of view, this may prove a rewarding task, The word is known in a 


! AzerbajdZansko-russkij slovar', (Baku 1951). 

2 Proben der Volksliteratur der Türken aus dem persischen Azerbaidschan, (Mémoires 
de la Commission Orientaliste No. 18, Kraków 1935). 

3 Cf. OMELJAN PRITSAK, Die bulgarische Fürstenliste und die Sprache der Proto- 
bulgaren, (Wiesbaden 1955), passim. but particularly pp. 45, 59, 78. 

* Studies in Korean Etymology, (MSFOu. XCV, 1949) p. 195. 

5 op. cit. p. 83. 

$ Sur quelques passages de l'Histoire secrète des Mongols, IX, (HJAS. XIII, 1950) 
pp. 311—313. 

? The Mongol chronicle Altan tobéi, (Wiesbaden 1955) pp. 122—123. 

8 Sinomongolische Glossare I, Das Hua-I ih-yü, (ADAW. 1956, Nr. 5) pp. 14—15. 
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number of living languages. Kirghiz (Jupaxut) has turumtay, and the same form 
occursin Anatolian Turkish! in the meaning of “karagöz cinsinden bir ah ci kug”. LE 
Coq noted turumtay in Chinese Turkestan and in his Bemerkungen zur türkischen 
Falknerei? identified it as Cerchneis merilla and published a photograph of the bird. 
The pentaglott dictionary on which Denison Ross, A polyglot list of birds® is 
based has turumtay and also turumtay latin. The Manchu equivalent of the first 
word is given as karanidun, whereas the compound word is translated as indahin 
natin, literally "dog-falcon", translated by Hauert as “Gierfalke”.—The Peking 
edition of the pentaglott version: Han-i araha sunja hacin-i hergen kamciha manju 
gisun-1 buleku bithe has (p. 4133): Mongol turumtai = Turki turumtai = Manchu 
karanidun = Chinese 3g 54 tuo érh. The Mongol entry is commented by: basa 
garanıdün kememür. This explains the Manchu name of the bird, which has meaning 
only in Mongol: “black eye". Haver lists karanidun with the meaning “Sperber”. 
Our word makes another appearance in the pentaglott dictionary of Peking: Turki 
turumtay lajin = Manchu indahin nacin = Mongol Zou natin = Chinese 
JB Fh ER Ge ya ku tuo érh. The Mongol čoy ~ &uy is unknown to me and, at 
present, I can trace it only in the curious Mongyol udga-yin jürl qubiyagsan toli 
biéig (Peking 1956), where it occurs (p. 759) with the same meaning and in the 
same compound as in the pentaglott dictionary. This Mongol-Chinese dictionary 
is, in fact, an extract from one of the multilingual dictionaries in which Mongol 
is also included. — To revert to our furumtay, it occurs in the London copy 
of the Chinese-Turkish dictionary of the Bureau des Traducteurs, transcribed 
as LAG tu lin l'ai and explained as FE 5g, lung tuo érh. Last in this 
somewhat lengthy enumeration of elusive Turkish words should stand the form 
which may justify it: the Kipchak furuntay “espèce d'autour, oiseau de proie", 
listed in Za3a4czkowskr's brilliant edition of the Kitab Bulgat al-mustüq fi 
lugat at-Turk- va-l-Qif3aq$. This Kipchak form provides an excellent example 
for the -nt- ~- mt- alternance we have encountered in connection with the 
ordinal suffix. 

Other similar cases include e.g. Old-Turkish quntuz “beavers ~ Altai Dialects 
kumdus®. It can thus be said that, though -nt- -mt- alternances are not very frequent, 
they exist, and I do not wish to press the point further. 

The next step in our investigations will be to examine the relationship between 
the forms with an occlusive (-nt-, -mt-) and those with an affricate (-né-, -m£-). 

It is well known that a t$ > či development took place in Mongol. One of the 
“classical” examples is: Turkish taš “stone” ~ Mongol éilayun. Such a development 
is in conformity with the general trends of phonetic changes and can be found in 
many languages. What we have to ask ourselves is, whether it can be found in 


1 Tanıklariyle Tarama Sözlüğü II (Istanbul 1945). 

2 Baessler Archiv VI, 3, 1917, p. 115. 

5 Memoirs of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, II, No. 9, 1909, pp. 253 —340. 

* Handwörterbuch der Mandschusprache, (Wiesbaden 1952— 1955). 

5 Vocabulaire arabe-kiptchak de l'époque de l'État Mamelouk, (Warszawa 1958), 
p. 53. 

5 Cf. Martrı Risänen, Zur Lautgeschichte der türkischen Sprachen, (SO. XV, 1949) 
p. 231, and also RAMsTEDT, Einführung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft T, Lautlehre, 
(MSFOu. CIV, 1, 1957) p. 127, with a few not fully convincing cases taken from the wider 
Altaic field. 
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Turkish. Risinen mentions! a t- > č- development “in Assimilationsfailen: tar. 
otii. čiš, Le Coq tiš, čið ‘Zahn’; së és ‘Traum’, tüs, čüš Tallen’”. He also mentions 
a Common-Turkish t- > Chuvash č- development. I do not think that the presence 
of a fricative is instrumental in provoking a t- > č- change. Alternances such as 
tang ~ tang, taptilar ~ Captilar, which occur in the Turkish text of the legend of 
Oyuz qayan? beside alternances such as toSgarun = čašgarun, contradict such a 
supposition. There are also examples of another type: Kashgari has ¢atir ~ Caëir 
"tent", and Deco? mentioned ač of some of the Turkish Altai dialects corre- 
sponding to Old-Turkish atë “a male relation". In modern Khakas* we have ati 
in the compound aci yarindas “nsorwponamiä Gpar”. It is also to be noted that 
Old-Turkish ata “father” is in Tuvin® aa, gatir “mule” is, in the dialect of Tobolsk 
and in Tatar, gaéir, in Uzbek yaéir, in modern Uygur xeëir. These few examples, 
taken at random (which could easily be multiplied), show clearly that a t ~ č 
alternance before vowels is frequent in Turkish, and that probably we must reckon 
with at > č development. 

When did such a development take place? It is difficult to give a satisfactory 
answer to this question. The Mongol forms (e.g. gaëir “mule”) are of no help, as 
they may, and probably should, be interpreted as resulting from a Mongol (and 
not Turkish) t > & development. The Chuvash correspondents of Common-Turkish 
t- are t-, -, s-, 3-, and ti- gives normally &-. This must be a fairly new development, 
as shown by Hungarian térd "knee", corresponding to Turkish #iz and borrowed 
from a pre-Chuvash language (as shown by the r instead of 2) at a time when the 
evolution of the initial occlusive leading to present Chuvash éér($i) had not yet 
started. On the other hand Common-Turkish tin “rein, bridle”, Chuvash den 
appears in Sayan-Samoyede as čin. Here, however, we have probably to reckon 
with an internal t > ër development®, which is no doubt relevant to our general 
problem, but which sheds no light on the date of Turkish t > ¢ development. More 
revealing is Sayan-Samoyede yertuga “hawk”, a loanword from Turkish’, where 
it occurs in forms as gartiya, garétya(i). Lit. Mongol has garéayar. The word passed 
into Finno- Ugrian, e.g. Ostiak (Paasonen) yartayam, Moksha-Mordwin? karycigan. — 
I think that on balance the Uralian forms speak in favour of an original t. 

A Turkish č- ~ s- ~ t- alternance, already mentioned by Gomsocz®, is also 
relevant to our problem. I should like to examine it on the basis of one example. 
Old- and Middle-Turkish siéyan “mouse”, Bashkir sisgan, Kirghiz ¢iégan, Modern 
Uygur éaëgan correspond to Tatar tiégan, Kazak and Karakalpak ti3gan. In Chuvash 
the word occurs as 84%. The initial š- corresponds to Common-Turkish t-, which 


1 Zur Lautgeschichte ... p. 159. 

2 Cf. Pauz PELLIOT, Sur la légende d'Uyuz-khan en écriture ouigoure, (TP. XXVII, 
1930) p. 342. 

3 Les mots à H initiale aujourd'hui amuie dans le mongol des XIIIe et XIVe siècles, 
(JA. 1925, I) pp. 202—203. 

4 N. A. Baskakov, Khakassko-russkij slovar’, (Moskva 1953) p. 36. 

5 A. A. PAL'MBAKH, Russko-tuvinskij slovar’, (Moskva 1953) p. 73. 

6 Auris J. Jox, Die Lehnwörter des Sajansamojedischen, (MSFOu. CIJI, 1952) p. 358. 

? Cf. JOKI, op. cit. p. 133. 

8 G. Ja. MERKUSKIN, Russko-mokáanskij slovar’, (Moskva 1951) p. 648. 

? Die bulgarisch-türkischen Lehnwórter der ungarischen Sprache, (MSFOu. XXX, 
1912) p. 67. 
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thus is likely to be the most archaic of the variants, in spite of the fact that the 
oldest attested Turkish forms have, as we have seen, s-. It is thus possible to con- 
clude that at least some of the ¢(¢) > ëtO changes are prior to our first Turkish 
monuments}, 

It can be concluded from the foregoing considerations, that a t ~ alternance 
is fairly common in Turkish, particularly before ?. Tt is therefore perfectly justified to 
consider the Turkish -nti (as in tkint:) and -néi suffixes as phonetic variants of one 
and the same suffix. It also appeared that the forms with č are secondary; those 
with t undoubtedly represent a more archaic stage even though, in some specific 
cases, their first known occurrence is posterior to that of the corresponding &-form. 

We need not waste much space on the discussion of the - in the Turkish ordinal 
suffixes, We have seen that not all the Old-Turkish forms have it. It is almost 
certain that Bang’s theory?, that we have here the 3rd person possessive suffix 
+, is right. The theory has recently been endorsed by Räsänen®, and I tend to 
agree both on internal grounds and on those of comparative philology to become 
apparent later in tbis article. 


Uralian 


Some of the Finno-Ugrian ordinal suffixes are certainly interconnected. They 
are: Finnish -nte- -nne-, Lappish at, -t, Vogul -ni, -£, Hungarian -d, Votiak -ti, 
Ziryene -d.—According to Sziswvzr* these forms go back to a primitive Finno- 
Ugrian *-nt ~ *-nd form. SZINNYEI also mentions an Ostiak -t', -t suffix, which in 
fact does not exist. Unimpressed by Torvowzw's very powerful arguments® in 
favour of a -mət form of the Ostiak ordinal suffix, Szınnyeı repeated his former 
statement in the 7th, and last, edition of his Magyar N yelvhasonlitás. TOIVONEN 
was certainly right; STEINTTZ, the great specialist on Ugrian languages, gives -mit 
as the normal ordinal suffix of Ostiak?. 

In fact the Ostiak form constitutes a link with Samoyede forms. Literary Nenec 
has -mday, -mdey’, CASTREN registers -mdaet, dot, dei etc. for Jurak, -m3al, -mtolt, 
-mdél for Ostiak-Samoyede, -mtua, -miea etc. for Tawgy®. According to SETALA? 
“Das samojedische Suffix der Ordinalzahlen -mt- ist unzweifelhaft mit dem finnisch- 
ugrischen -nt- identisch." This can also be expressed from a slightly different stand- 
point, which I prefer to adopt particularly in view of the Ostiak form, as follows: 
Uralian languages have an ordinal suffix -nt ~ -mt. 

Räsänen!’ has already hinted at the possible relationship of Turkish and 
Finno-Ugrian forms, I think that in the light of what has been said in this article 


1 The Hungarian cickány (cf. Gomsocz, op. cit. p. 66), though undoubtedly connected 
with the Turkish words, has no proof-value. It is probably a very late borrowing; first 
occurrence: 1801. 

2 Turkologische Briefe aus dem Berliner Ungarischen Institut, V, (UJ. X, 1930), p. 18. 

* Morphologie ... p. 83. 

* Finnisch-ugrische Sprachwissenschaft, (Berlin —Leipzig 1922) pp. 94. 

5 Wortgeschichtliche Streifzüge, (FUF. XVIII, 1927) pp. 189 —190. 

$ Ostjakische Grammatik und Chrestomathie, (Leipzig 1950), p. 58. 

? PYREREKA-TERESCENKO, Russko-neneckij slovar’, (Moskva 1948) p. 363. 

8 Grammatik der samojedischen Sprachen, (St. Petersburg 1854) pp. 197—198. 

? Zur Frage nach der Verwandtschaft der finnisch-ugrischen und samojediachen 
Sprachen, (JSFOu. XXX, 1913--18, 5) p. 25. 

10 Morphologie .., p. 83. 


XXV 








423 DENIS SINOR 


about Turkish and Uralian forms, namely that they both show an -nt ~ -mt alter- 
nance, we are fully entitled to see here an absolutely straighforward correspondence 
between the two groups of languages. 

The “orthodox” procedure would first seek to establish a common Altaic form 
and would only then proceed to compare this hypothetical suffix with another, 
slightly less hypothetical, but still ,, reconstructed Uralian suffix. I prefer to compare 
existing suffixes with existing suffixes, and see no reason why one should augment 
the hasards of comparison by the inclusion of hypothetical forms. As long as the 
existence of an Altaic “Ursprache” is not established beyond doubt, and its 
characteristics delineated, it would be doubly dangerous to operate with reconstruc- 
ted forms. It would imply petitio principii, as one would take for granted what 
one had set out to prove. The validity of a Turkish-Uralian or Mongol-Uralian or 
Tunguz-Uralian correspondence does not depend on whether the subject of the 
comparison is present in all of the three Altaic language-groups. The same applies, 
in & lesser degree, to Uralian languages, and the case of the above-mentioned Ostiak 
ordinal suffix provides a warning example. Nevertheless it is important to investigate 
sn every case the whole field of Altaic languages; only so can we expect to reach a 
iolution, positive or negative, of the problem of Altaic and Ural-Altaic relationship. 


Mongol 


The usual Mongol ordinal suffix -duyar, -düger etc. seems, at first sight, to have 
no connection with the above mentioned Turkish or Uralian suffixes, Closer scrutiny 
reveals, that Middle-Mongol has an ordinal suffix -tu e.g. yurbantu “3rd”, harbantu 
“10th”. I am in full agreement with Porpz when he says?: “The Middle Mongolian 
suffix (in Mugaddimat al-Adab) is the original one and the forms in -tu are more 
ancient than those ending in -twyar. The Written Mongolian forms with the suffix 
-tuyar, e.g. yutuyar “the third’ contain the same -tu. The element -yar in -tuyar 
is an instrumental suffix (cf. Mo yayéayar ‘alone”). Thus, Mo. -tuyar ~ -tayar < -*tu 
(~ -*ta) + -yar. The Monguor forms ending in -dareni are of a similar origin: 
-dareni < -*ta + loc. suff. -re + possessive suffix of the third person." 

T should like to put forward a very simple suggestion. Mongol cardinal numerals, 
with the exception of goyar “2”, all end in a I think it not too far-fetched to 
imagine that either this final -n has fallen off before a suffix, or that it has amal- 
gamated with its initial n-. Thus Middle-Mongol yurbantu < yurba(n) + ntu. 
This seems to me a very likely hypothesis?, but if it were discarded by others, it 
would still leave us with the -tu ordinal likely to be connected with the Bulgar- 
Turkish -# and the Tunguz -ti ro be treated further in this article. 

I do not wish to enter into the discussion concerning the origins of the Kalmuck 
-dəkčə? ordinal. The second element in it, if it £s a second element, could be a borrow- 
ing from Turkish. Such morphological borrowings are more frequent than it is 


! Introduction to Mongolian comparative studies, (MSFOu. CX, 1955), p. 249. 

* A similar phenomenon exists in Evenki where digi “4th” digi(n) “4” + gi. Cf. p. 694 
of the Evenki grammar incorporated in G. M. Vasmevit, Evenkijsko-russkij slovar’, 
(Moskva 1958). 

3 Cf. RAMsTEDT, Über die Zahlwörter der altaischen Sprachen, (JSFOu. X XIV, 1907, 
1) p. 28; W. Korwicz, Contributions aux études altaiques, (RO. VII, 1930) p. 76. 
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generally assumed, e. g. Tuvin has borrowed the Mongol ordinal suffix: bir duyaar 
“first”. The chief difficulty lies in the absence of n, which is, I am quite certain, an 
essential part of the Turkish suffixes. 


Tunguz 


The Tunguz ordinal suffixes are very difficult to explain. The Evenki -gi, -+ and 
dialectal -vugda suffixes have no connection with the forms we have been examining. 
The -i form goes back to -gi and I would be tempted to relate this suffix with Kamass- 
Samoyede -git, e.g. nàyur “3”, näyurgit “3rd”. The final -t is, in my view, the 3rd 
person singular possessive suffix -£, We have found a similar construction in Turkish, 
where, following Bana we considered -ù in the -nói form as the possessive suffix. 
The evidence which Bane failed to adduce is provided with the Tunguz analogy, 
e.g. Negidal Jaginin “10th” (< Jan “10’’)* where the -nin 3rd pers. sing. possessive 
suffix is added to the ordinal suffix o. These examples corroborate my explanation 
of the Samoyede suffix, and are not without relevance for our further investigations. 

It is tempting to equate the Manchu ordinal suffix -ci with the Turkish forms, 
and already RAwsrEDT succumbed to the temptation?. On closer scrutiny difficul- 
ties arise; the most important among them, which in my view rules out this com- 
parison, is that the Turkish suffix is not -&, but -nti, -n&i, and we have no right to 
whisk away the -n-. 

Another difficulty is, that the normal Manchu correspondent of Mongol (and 
Turkish?) & is s? and not &i*. Examples include the 2nd person sing. pronoun Mon- 
gol či ~ Manchu si, the nomina actoris suffix Mongol -či ~ Manchu e and, in 
medial position, Mongol yu&in ~ Manchu yüsin “30”. 

It seems, therefore, extremely unlikely that there should be any direct connec- 
tion between Turkish -nči and Mandchu -ci, and we must look elsewhere for an 
explanation. It seems quite clear that the Manchu suffix developed from ii. Ram- 
STEDT speaks‘ of a ti > change but does not give any examples. These are 
certainly not numerous, but one could quote Turkish (Kashgari) tikän “thorn” 
(< tik “to plant, to stick in, to sew") ~ Manchu cikeku “thorn, splinter”. More 
important from our point of view is evidence to show that Tunguz ti- developed 
into ci- in Manchu. Benza’ considers this as the regular development. Further 
examples: Manchu cirku "pillow", ~ Evenki tirü, Even tiri, Ude tiv$; Manchu 
cifahan “mud”, cifa- “to throw mud” Oroch tipa, Evenki tipa “to soil (with mud)". 

No phonetic objection can thus be raised against the derivation from t: of the 
Manchu e ordinal, and I think the existence of such a -ti ordinal suffix can be 
established in Tunguz. 

The curious point is that such a -ti ordinal suffix can be found e.g. in Ude, where 
it formally coincides with the 3rd person plural possessive suffix. This, and the 


! K, M. Myr’nixova — V. I. Corus, Materialy po issledovaniju negidal'skogo jazyka, 
(Tungusskij sbornik I, Leningrad 1931) p. 158. 

2 Über die Zahlwörter ... p. 23, where he quotes some inexisting Tunguz forms. 

3 G. D. SanZeev, Manó£uro-mongol'skie jazykovye paralleli, (Izv. Ak. Nauk 1930) 
p. 602. 

* Einführung ... Lautlehre, p. 80. 

5 Die tungusischen Sprachen. Versuch einer vergleichenden Grammatik, (Ak. d. Wiss. 
und der Lit. Geistes- und Sozialwiss. Kl., 1955, Nr. 11) p. 979. 

* I now find this equivalence mentioned in V ASELIVIC, op. cit. p. 414. 
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fact that possessive suffixes, as we have already seen, do appear in connection with 
ordinals, led Bxwzrxo to derive Manchu -ci from the Tunguz possessive suffix A. 
I cannot endorse this explanation, and propose an alternative, namely that the 
Manchu, Goldi and Ude 2, -či suffixes are genuine Tunguz ordinals. The point is 
too simple to need further labouring. Tunguz would then have ordinal suffixes of, 
at least, two different types: -gi, connected to Samoyede, and -ti, with Mongol an 
Turkish connections. 

I would like to touch now at a third suffix as well. Besides -3 and -gi, Evenki 
has another suffix, considered by VasıLEviö! as composite, -gipti, -ipti, e.g. 
nadipti “Tth” besides nadi from nadan “7”. Benzine? connects this ordinal 
suffix with another morpheme, identical in form, which “bildct aus Adverbien 
Adjektive für Zeitbezeichungen”. This is not an impossible suggestion, and we 
may well have a parallel case in the Buryat ordinal suffix -daxi, which normally 
forms adjectives with a temporal or locative meaning. One could, however, see in 
-pli the Tunguz equivalent of the Samoyede -mday etc. ordinal suffixes. I would 
not hesitate to accept such a correspondence, if it could be supported by the evi- 
dence of identical Samoyede—Evenki sound correspondences. A desultory search for 
them yielded no result. 

The ordinal suffixes we have discussed can be tabulated as follows: 


Turkish Uralian Tunguz Mongol 


L  -nti, -néi -nt 

2. -mči (<*-mti) -mt -pti 

3. -ti -ti, -& -Ci(?) 
-tu, -ta (-ntu, 
-nta?) 

4. -g(t) -gt 


I refuse to believe that there is no interconnection between these suffixes. As 
is also the case with other morphemes, the agreement between Turkish and Uralian 
is complete on two lines (1, 2), and beyond reasonable doubt. On line 2, the connec- 
tion with Tunguz -pti is hypothetic. Line 3 has an archaic character. The agreement 
between Bulgar-Turkish and Tunguz is interesting, Mongol, as so often, seems to 
stand apart. If we postulate forms with a nasal—to me a likely hypothesis—the 
quality of the vowel still causes difficulties. Whether the suffixes of line 1, 2 are 
composite suffixes cannot be decided at present. Line 4 represents a suffix with no 
connections with the above-mentioned forms. ; 

The basic idea of this article came to me more then twenty years ago, within the 
walls of the Collegium Hungaricum of Berlin which, in a world of growing inhuma- 
nity, seemed to me an island of civilised humaneness and urbanity. Its Director, 
Jurus von Farkas, received me there more than once, with a kindness halt- 
concealed by the exquisite formalism of a real Hungarian tr. In closing this article, 
written in some haste for the volume dedicated to his memory, I rejoice to see, 
that what he wrote on Uralian comparative studies also applies, mutatis mutandis, 
to the wider Ural-Altaic field®: 


1 Op. cit. p. 694. 
2 Op. cit. p. 1053. 
3 Bemerkungen zu der ungar. historischen Formenlehre III, (UAJ. XXVI, 1954) p. 41. 
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"Im Lichte der neuesten Forschungsergebnisse ... ließ sich diese Methode, 
[that of the reconstructed Ursprache] die an und für sich nicht nur bequem, sondern 
vielfach auch sehr produktiv war, nicht mehr starr verfolgen. Es zeichnete sich 
immer klarer ab, daß im eurasiatischen Raum die Entstehung der Völker und Spra- 
chen ein äußerst komplizierter Vorgang war, der immer wieder zu neuen Völker- 
gruppierungen, zum Rassenwechsel, zur Sprachmischung, ja auch zum Sprachtausch 
führte. ... Erklärungsversuche zeigen, daß wir nicht mehr unbedingt darauf 
angewiesen sind, eine uralische Grundsprache annehmen zu müssen, um — heute 
voneinander entfernt lebenden Sprachen gemeinsame — sprachliche Erscheinungen 
erklären zu können“. 
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UN SUFFIXE DE LIEU OURALO-ALTAIQUE 


PAR 
D. SINOR (Cambridge) 


1 


Le finnois connait un suffixe translatif en -ksi (< -kse), primitivement 
un simple latif, préservé encore dans quelques adverbes tels kauaksi doin 
(avec indication de mouvement)» (~ kauas doin (sans mouvement)»), tuon- 
nemaksi «plus loin» (~ tuonne «là-bas»), peremmäksi «plus à l'intérieur, plus 
& fond» (~ perd «bout, arriére»), etc. — Ce méme suffixe a des emplois secon- 
daires, dont celui d’un factitif est particulièrement intéressant: orjaksi- 
«devenir, ou faire esclave» (~ orja «esclave»); tuli sairaaksi «est devenu 
malade» (~ sairas «malade»), etc. 

Un suffixe de forme et d'emploi analogues se rencontre en mordvine: 
SCH 

Enfin, le lapon aussi a gardé les traces d'un ancien translatif en -ks, 
notamment dans l'expression /ukéa «vers l’est».? 

On considère généralement,? que le translatif en -ks(?) est composé 
de deux suffixes de latif: k + s(i), et l'on croit même pouvoir fixer le ter- 
minus post quem de sa formation. Son absence des langues finno-ougriennes 
autres que celles dans lesquelles nous venons d’en indiquer la présence, per- 
met, en effet, de supposer que la date de la formation de ce suffixe est d’une 
époque où l'individualisation des langues finno-ougriennes était déjà forte- 
ment avancée. 

Nous rencontrons en finnois un certain nombre d’adverbes nantis d'un 
-8 final, un ancien latif aujourd'hui devenu improductif: alas «vers le bas», 
ylös «vers le haut», etc. Des formes analogues se trouvent en Japon (-s), par 
exemple dans des adverbes de lieu tels olgus «vers le dehors», vulus «vers 
le bas»; en mordvine où le suffixe de l'illatif est -s; en tchérémisse où le suf- 
fixe du latif est -& 


1 Sur l'emploi de ce suffixe cf. G. Fehér, Mordvin határozók: NyK XLIV, 1916, 
notamment pp. 178—181. ` 

2 Cf. K. B. Wiklund, Zur Geschichte des urlappischen à und à in unbetonter Sübe: 
FUF U, 1902, 41—71, p. 64. 

3 L'étude fondamentale est celle de K. B. Wiklund, A translativus: MNy XXIII, 
1927, 321—328. 
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Selon Szinnyei* tous ces suffixes remonteraient & un latif finno-ougrien 
primitif en *s ~ #25 Par contre Wiklund affirmait que le -s des adverbes 
lapons résultait d'une évolution ks > s. Plus tard, dans son article spéciale- 
ment consacré à cette question Wiklund élargissait encore son ancienne théorie 
en l'appliquant non seulement au lapon, mais aussi au finnois et au tchéré- 
misse. En conclusion logique de son argumentation il finit par rejeter la théorie 
d'un latif finno-ougrien en -s. Les vues de Wiklund ont été, dans l'ensemble, 
acceuillies favorablement par exemple par M. Hakulinen® pour qui le -s des 
adverbes finnois est issu du translatif en Eet Je ne me souviens pas d'avoir 
vu des opinions récentes au sujet de l'illatif mordvine, qui pourrait, à la rigueur, 
étre considéré comme issu d'une évolution phonétique analogue. Mention- 
nons enfin que le tehérémisse a un illatif en -sko, -&ke, dans lequel l'ordre 
des deux suffixes de latif a été, par rapport au finnois, inverti De nom- 
breux adverbes sont formés avec ce suffixe, tels kéryaské «vers l’intérieur», 
küskö «vers le haut», eto.? 

Un rapport entre les formes précitées parait indéniable, mais ses moda- 
lités sont difficiles à définir. Deux théses principales s'opposent. La premiére 
reconstitue un latif finno-ougrien en *s ~ *z, la seconde — dont le premier 
promoteur paraît avoir été Wiklund — affirme que les formes en -s dérivent 
d'une ancienne forme -ks, dont nous trouvons les traces dans le finnois, le 
mordvine, le tehérémisse et le lapon. Il est donc inutile de postuler un latif 
finno-ougrien en Ze ~ *z. Il est difficile, sinon impossible de se prononcer 
de façon définitive en faveur d'une de ces thèses. Du point de vue de la phonéti- 
que historique finno-ougrienne elles sont également valables et l’argumen- 
tation de Wiklund ne devient irréfutable qu'en ee qui concerne les formes 
laponnes. Si donc nous devons admettre que les formes en -e (à l'exception, 
disions-nous, du lapon) peuvent dériver d'un ancien *s ~ *z finno-ougrien, 
il serait assez vain de vouloir se prononcer à titre définitif en faveur d'une 
des deux théses qui se confrontent. Je voudrais cependant signaler un fait 
que les continuateurs de la théorie de Wiklund semblent oublier. 

Méme si les formes en -s remonteraient toutes à un ancien translatif 
en -ks, il serait tout de méme nécessaire d'admettre l'existence du latif pri- 


4 Finnisch-ugrische Sprachwissenschaft (Berlin— Leipzig 1922), p. 59 et ailleurs. 

5 Selon Szinnyei, (par ex. 7e édition, p. 134—5, de Magyar Nyelvhasonlitäs, Buda- 
pest 1927) le latif hongrois en -£, -á remonterait à ces formes finno-ougriennes. Sa théorie 
a été vivement contestée, cf. par ex. Y. H. Toivonen, Zur Vorgeschichte des ungarischen 
Lativs: FUF XXVIII, 1944, pp. 9—19 et G. Bárczi, A magyar lativusrag kérdéséhez: 
MNy XLIII, 1947, pp. 44—45. La question n’a que des rapports lointains avec le 
probléme qui nous oceupe actuellement. 

* Suomen kielen rakenne ja kehitys I (Helsinki 1941), p. 36. 

' Of. Paavo Ravila, Die Stellung des Lappischen innerhalb der finnisch-ugrischen 
Sprachfamilie: PUF XXIII, 1935, 20—65, p. 46. 

* Cités d’après Passonen—Siro, Ost-Tscheremissisches Wörterbuch, (Helsinki 1948), 
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mitif en -s, ne serait-ce que pour le faire figurer dans les formes en -ks dont 
le caractére composé n’a jamais été mis en doute. Ainsi, par exemple, M. 
Hakulinen? estime que le translatif finnois s'est formé dans un passé relative- 
ment récent (époque où la séparation des langues finnoises de celles de la 
Volga n'à pas encore été faite) des deux suffixes de latif b et s. 

Il est done incontestable que dans l'état actuel de nos connaissances 
— et les chances d'un revirement spectaculaire sont réduites — nous devons 
admettre pour le finno-ougrien deux suffixes de latif: *-s et SE, 


2 


Le mongol connait un suffixe directif. Dés les premiers monuments 
de la langue ce n'est plus un suffixe productif, mais nous le rencontrons dans 
des formes figées, spécialement en fin d'adverbes. Ce suffixe est: -y&, oft. 
Par exemple, en mongol écrit: degegsi «vers le haut» (ro degere «en haut»), 
dotoysi «vers l'intérieur» (~ dofora «dedans»), yadaysi «vers l'extérieur» 
(~ yadana «dehors»), etc. 

Une variante -$& de ce suffixe a, dans des conditions analogues, un 
emploi identique. Par exemple: goyisi «vers l'arrière» (goyima «en arrières), 
gamiyasi «vers où?» (~ gamiya «oà?»), etc. 

Les deux variantes (aveo ou sans g) se renoontrent simultanément 
par exemple dans le texte l'épopée de Guessére. M. Poppe” en cite de nom- 
breux cas: teyisi «vers là-bas», eyist «vers ici», éayasi «vers là-bas», mayasi 
«vers ici»; inaysi «vers ici», degegsi «vers le haut», doyoysi «vers le bas», eto. 

Nous pouvons constater ce méme dualisme dans les formes à travers 
les parlers mongols. En voici quelques exemples: 

Khalkha! A: raigi «vers où?», voisi «vers l'arrière», dosi «vers le bas»; 
langue littéraire moderne! -gë ou -&: gadag$ «vers lextérieur», dorog& «vers 
le bas», dee$ «vers le haut», (Gë «vers, dans la direction de»; bouryate a 1 
dooëo «vers le bas», deese «vers le baut»; kalmouk -kéan:™ dotaksän «vers 
l'intérieur», doräk$än «vers le bass; monguor". se: capase «vers l'extérieur», 
tiese «en haut, en amont», ordos!® -$ ou A: né$ «vers le haute, nd «vers 
ici», Tai «vers où?» 


° Op. cit., p. 88. 

19 Geserica: AM XII, 1926, (pp. 1—32, 167—193), p. 26, 

1 D'aprés Nikolaus Poppe, Khaikha-mongolische Grammatik (Wiesbaden 1961), 
p. 44. 

2 D'après A. R. Rintiné, Kpamxuti Monzoabcko-pycckutí caosape (Moskva 1947). 

33 D'après C. B. Cydendambaev, Pyccxo-6ypam-moneonvekui caosaps (Moskva 1954). 

M D'après G. J. Ramstedt, Kalmiickisches Wörterbuch (Helsinki 1935). 

4% D’après De Smedt— Mostaert, Dictionnaire monguor-fran;aís (Pei-p'ing 1933). 

18 D’après Antoine Mostaert, Dictionnaire ordos (Peking 1941—1944). 
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Le rapport entre les formes avec ou sans explosives est indéniable; 
il est regrettable que ni M. Poppe ni M. SanZeev ne se prononcent à leur 
égard dans leurs grammaires comparées mongoles.” 


3 


En dehors des form2s opératives de la déclinaison nous trouvons en 
toungouze quatre formes de latif: -ski, -si, -s, -ki (-xi). 

Formes en -ski: evenki!® dariski «vers le côté», d’ulaski «vers l'avant», 
éaski «plus loin», hargiski «vers le bas», huski «vers en face», parlers toun- 
gouzes d’après Titov!? amaski «vers l’arrierer, caski, čaški «vers là-bas», 
Zülaëki, Züloski «vers l'avant»; even% amaski «vers l'arrière», Zulaski «vers 
l'avant», tuloski «vers le dehors», ugaski, deski «vers le bas»; negidal?! amaski, 
Zulaski, doski; bargouzine?? dariäki, döfki, etc. 

Formes en -si et -s: mandjou Julesi, amasi, tulesi; nanaj? haosi «vers 
où?», hamasi, taosi «vers là-bas», wyst «vers le haut», ous?* «vers ici»; oltcha 
taus® «vers là-bas», etc. 

Formes en -ki, -xi: evenki soloki «vers en aval»; even holaki «vers en 
aval», ajaki «vers en amont», awunki «à travers»; ude” auxi «vers ici», amaizi 
«vers en arrière», wirií «vers le haut» baizi «vers l'extérieur», éaixi «désor- 
mais, dorénavant, loin»; negidal ojóz? «vers en amont», solozi «vers en aval», etc. 

On pourrait étre tenté de voir dans les formes en -zi des variantes des 
formes en -si. De pareilles alternances ne sont pas inconnues dans les parlers 
toungouzes. Ainsi Mme Vasilevié? mentionne plusieurs cas d'alternance 


17 Introduction io Mongolian comparative studies (MS FOu. OX, 1955), — Cpaenu- 
meabHan 2PAMMAMUKA MoHe0AbCKUX A3b1K08 I (Moskva 1953). 

18 Cf, G. M. Vasilevió, Iserkuücko-pycckuü caoeapb (Moskva 1958). 

2 Tyneyccko-pycckuü caosapo (Irkutsk 1926). 

9 D'après V. I. Levin, Kpamkuü 3sencko-pycckuü caosape (Moskva— Leningrad 
1936). 

#1 D’après K. M. Myl’nikova—V. I. Cincius, Mamepuasb no uccredosanur 
He2uüanbcko20 amika (Tyneycckeü Cóopnuk I, 1931, 107—218). 

23: D'après N. N. Poppe, Mamepuaas 048  üuccaeó06aHUus — myHe2yCCK020 AZAKA; 
Hapeuue 6apeysunckux myneysoe (Leningrad 1927). 

22 D’après T. I. Petrova, Kpamkuü nanaticxo-pycexud caosape (Moskva -— Leningrad 
1936). 

#% D’après W. Grube, Goldisch-deutsches Wörterverzeichniss (St. Petersburg 1900., 
Anhang zum III. Bd. L. von Schrenck, Reisen und Forschungen im Amur Lande). 

% D’après P. Schmidt, The language of the Olchas: Acta Univ. Latviensis VIII, 
1923, 229—288. 

% D'après E. R. Snejder, Kpamkuü ydsiicxo-pyccxuti caosaps (Moskva —Leningrad 
1936). 

27 Jeenkuilicko-pycckuüi ( myHeyccko-pycckutd, OuaaekmoAoeu«eckuti caoeape (Leningrad 
1934), p. XXVI. 
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k ~ sro 8, alternances qui se présentent aussi bien en position initiale que 
mediale. Relevons-en le cas du pronom 2e personne singulier qui se ren- 
contre dans la plupart des langues toungouzes sous la forme si mais qui est 
hi dans le dialect d’Erbogoéen, et # dans les dialectes de Katangsk et de 
Simsk. Nos connaissances de la dialectologie toungouze sont trop frag- 
mentaires et je n'ai pas d’accés à tous les travaux pertinents? mais, avec 
les réserves d’usage, je dirais que l’ude et le negidal ne sont pas des dialectes 
où le changement si > zi soit de règle. Par exemple en ude, en position 
initiale le s? est couramment maintenu: si «toi» silih «rosée», sikioni «soir» 
(cf. even hi, hilas, hisoëin). Un examen superficiel du dictionnaire ude de 
Snejder nous montre que si est fréquent méme à l'intérieur des mots. 

Dans ces conditions il serait risqué de vouloir joindre les adverbes en 
-zi de lude et des autres dialectes aux adverbes en -si. D'ailleurs d'autant 
plus qu'une autre explication se présente: celle qui suppose une évolution 
ki > zi. Une telle évolution, fréquente dans le domaine toungouze, est de 
règle pour l'ude: even ataki «araignées ~ ude ataxi, evenki imakin «frais» ~ 
ude məxvi, even kukaki «nom d'un oiseau» ~ ude kugazi, etc. 

M. Benzing?? distingue deux suffixes -ki. L'un serait une «kasusmodi- 
fizierende Partikel» dont la fonction resterait à déterminer, tandis que l'autre, 
suffixe de directif, dériverait d'une forme -kai apparemment attestée en 
orok. Mais dans les exemples que donne M. Benzing pour l'orok seules figu- 
rent des formes en -sai, -soi. Quoi qu'il en soit je ne vois pas de raison pour 
séparer des suffixes de formes et de fonctions analogues. Le trés utile réper- 
toire de suffixes incorporé dans le dernier dictionnaire de Mme. Vasilevié 
comprend un suffixe Ja dont la fonction est celle d'un allatif-directif et dont 
l'emploi est limité à certains adverbes. 

A mon avis les adverbes en -ki (et zéi auraient préservé un directif- 
latif présent également dans un certain nombre de suffixes de lieu composés, 
par exemple dans les allatifs ude (-tigi), negidal (-tki, ml, even (-tki, -taki, 
-taki), ainsi que dans les désinences even de l’ablatif (-duk, -tuk), du directif- 


28 Signalons que le changement 8 > h doit être de date relativement récente dans 
le dialecte d’Erbogoten, car une grande partie des emprunts russes y a prit part: hakir 
sucres ( < cagap), himha sfamilles ( < cemba), kohi- «faucherr (< kocumb). Le phéno- 
méne s’explique sans doute par l'absence dans ce dialecte de l's, à l'exception, toutefois, 
d'emprunts tout à fait récents: sosialisma, szt «tribunab (< cyd). Là encore il y a des 
exceptions, telle le curieux háwit «soviet. 

771] me manque notamment V. I. Cincius, CpaeuumeabHuan fionemura myneyco- 
MaHbucypckux AsbK06 (Leningrad 1949). 

* Die tungusischen Sprachen. Versuch einer vergleichenden Grammatik (Ak. d. 
Wiss. und der Literatur, Abh. der Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Kl. Nr. 11, Wies- 
baden 1955), pp. 83— 84. 

31 Of. note 18; p. 761. 
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locatif (-kla) et de l'allatif-prolatif (-kli).5* Cette énumération, de loin pas 
complète, ne comprend que des suffixes composés de deux suffixes de lieu 
dont l'un est le -k(s) dont l'existence devrait être admise pour le toungouze. 
La composition des suffixes -kla et -kli de l'even est particulièrement instruc- 
tive, Cette langue connait un locatif en -la et un prolatif en -%. L’adjonction 
de -k y ajoute une notion de mouvement supplémentaire. Par exemple: 
žula «à la maison» Zukla «jusqu'à la maison»; okatli «le long de la rivière», 
oror urekéakli gerkar «les rennes errent jusqu'au long des montagnes».** 

Certains adverbes des parlers toungouzes de Nertchinsk notés par 
Castrén ont conservé des terminaisons analogues, composés des suffixes du 
locatif et du prolatif: dolin «milieu», dolindu «au milieu», dolinduli «le long 
du milieu»; oldon «côté», oldondu «& côté de», oldonduli «le long du côté de». 
L'ablatif -duk, -tuk y est formé du locatif en du, -tu + k. Cette origine se 
fait très bien remarquer dans des adverbes comme oldonduk «d'à côté de 
(von der Seite her)». 

Si donc en toungouze se trouve attestée l'existence des latifs -k(s) 
et -s, en vue de la fréquence avec laquelle se joignent en toungouze et en 
général dans les langues altaiques les suffixes de lieu, on est en droit de voir 
dans le latif-directif -ski un composé de ces deux éléments. Une idée simi- 
laire a été exprimée par M. Poppe,* qui voit en -s¢ un suffixe de latif mongolo- 
toungouze joint, quelques fois à un suffixe -y- de fonction indéterminée. 
M. Benzing considère% -ski corrolaire de -tki, directif de la déclinaison «nor- 
male», tandis que les formes & s n’apparaissent que comme des terminaisons 
adverbiales. Les remarques de M. Benzing décrivent la situation examinée 
du point de vue synchronique. Elles n’affectent pas nos conclusions tirdes 
de l'examen diachronique des faits. 


E 


Le rapport entre les formes mongoles d'une part et les suffixes toun- 
gouzes d'autre part n'a, pour autant que je sache, jamais été contesté. Voici 
ce qu'en dit Pelliot: «Les langues mongoles et toungouzes ont des formes 


3: Selon M. Benzing, (op. e, pp. 84—85), le -ki des suffixes composés serait 
la «kasusmodifizierende Partikeb et non pas le directif. Comme je refuse d'opérer cette 
distinction; le probléme du choix ne se pose plus. M. Benzing pense que les formes 
sans -i (par ex. l’ablatif ou le directif-locatif even) se soient développées respectivement 
de *-duki et de *-kila. Jo ne vois rien qui pourrait justifier une telle hypothése dont la 
discussion nous aménerait trop loin. Que ceux qui voudraient séparer les formes sans € 
de celles avec ? ignorent les premières: elles ne sont pas essentielles pour la validité de 
notre argumentation. 

# La phrase est proprement intraduisible en français, d'autant plus que le mot 
urakéen »montagne« est en singulier. 

* AM III, p. 26. 

35 Op. cit.; pp. 86—87. 
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en -si, -ski, -&i, Gë (-k#i) pour indiquer la direction.» L'opinion de Ramstedt. 
est similaire. Il estime que l’on ne peut décider laquelle des deux formes 
-ksi et -ski est l'originale et il les considère comme des «altererbtes primäres. 
Formans.» Cette dernière remarque mise à part, l'opinion de Kotwicz est. 
similaire à celle de Ramstedt: «On ne peut repousser l’idée qu'il doive exis- 
ter un lien entre les suffixes de ce groupe (-ysi, -si, -ski), mais il est difficile 
de décider laquelle des formes considérer comme fondamentale», 

Je me joins à ces opinions tout en réalisant que le rapport phonétique 
de ces différentes formes n'est pas sans soulever quelques difficultés. Selon 
Ramstedt, «Die Gruppen -sk- und -%s- sind im Mongolischen und im Tungusi- 
schen gleichwertig und werden je nach dem Dialekt abwechselnd verwertet, 
wobei kein Unterschied im Alter oder Ursprung festzustellen ist.» Selon 
M. Poppe,” toungouze -ski remonterait à un *-si-ki hypothétique, dans 
lequel kí corresponderait au y de -ysi. 

Un toungouze -ski pourrait étre une forme métathétique du mongol 
-y#i, -g4i. Dans une hypothèse de ce genre, la part de l'incertain reste forcé- 
ment grande, d'autant plus dans ce cas, que les groupes consonantiques 
du type chuintante + explosive sont aussi rares dans les parlers toungouzes, 
que les groupes explosive + chuintante sont exceptionnels en mongol. Les 
chances, dono, de trouver un exemple d'invertissement sont trés réduites. 
Par contre, je connais au moins un exemple où le groupe explosive + chuin- 
tante ne subit pas de changement: mongol £egs? «uni, uniforme» ~ mandjou 
teksi «id.», exemple qui semble militer en faveur de l'hypothése d'une méta- 
thése. A l'intérieur du domaine toungouze je ne vois qu'un exemple de méta- 
thèse: evenki (dialect d’Erbogoten) tiksa «couverture en écorce de bouleau 
d'une yourte» ~ dialecte de Simsk tiska «id». 

Une recherche plus approfondie pourrait, sans doute,produire d'autres 
exemples, mais j'inclinerais toujours à voir dans les formes toungouzes et 
mongoles des morphémes composés d'éléments identiques placés en ordre 
inverse. Comme nous allons le voir, le cas ne serait pas unique. Mais le point. 
essentiel du probléme me semble étre ailleurs. Le directif toungouze est com- 
posé d'éléments qui, sont individuellement ettestés à l'intérieur de ce groupe 
de langues. Or, si un latif-directif en -4 est courant en mongol, nous ne con- 


3 Les mots à H initiale aujourd'hui amuie dans le mongol des XIIIe et XIVe 
eiécles: J A 1925, I, p. 232. 

Y Einführung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft II. Formenlehre (édité par 
P. Aalto, MSFOu 104, 2, 1952), pp. 48—49. 

*5 Les pronoms dans les langues aliaiques (Mémoires de la Commision Orientaliste 
No. 24, Krakéw 1936), p. 77. 

* Einführung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft I. Lautlehre (édité par P. Aalto: 
MSFOu 104, 1, 1957), p. 129. 

* AM. IE, loc. cit. 

41 Of, p. 197 de op. cit., sous note 27. 
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naissons pas un latif mongol en -y. Un suffixe composé -yé ne pourrait donc 
étre autochtone et, par conséquant, nous sommes obligés d’envisager la 
possibilité d’un emprunt fait au toungouze. Je ne connais aucune donnée 
qui permettrait d'établir les circonstances phonétiques de cet emprunt ou 
d'en fixer l'époque. La possibilité d'un latif archaïque -g, -b, -y, -g ne peut 
étre complétement écartée. 

Un autre fait vaut d'étre mentionné à ce propos. Nous avons fait état 
en parlant des langues finno-ougriennes et notamment du finnois de l'emploi 
du suffixe translatif pour la formation de verbes dénominaux factitifs, du 
type orja «esclave» ~ orjaksi- «devenir, ou faire esclave». Le directif mongol 
en -& (pas celui en -9&/) a un emploi identique: aldar «gloire, réputation» ~ 
aldarsi- «devenir célébre», eto. 

Déjà Ramstedt a rapproché les formes mongoles des formes turques 
en -si que l'on trouvera dans la plupart des dialectes. Leur emploi en osmanli 
a été bien défini par M. Deny:* «Quelques verbes en -si ont un sens inchoatif 
ou factitif: bün-si-mek «devenir stupide» (de bün) .. » Le suffixe est attesté 
en moyen turc, par exemple chez Käßyari: suvsi- «devenir aqueux» de suv 
«eau. 

Il serait oiseux de poursuivre davantage l'énumération de ces formes 
dont le témoignage n'est pas ambigu. A mon sens elles montrent que le latif 
en -ši appartient aux souches anciennes du mongol et que, sur ce point défini 
qu'est la présence de ce suffixe en turo, il y a concordance entre le turc et le 
mongol. Je ne voudrais me prononcer sur les antécédents de cette présence: 
héritage commun, emprunt dans un sens ou dansl'autre, — la question reste 
ouverte. Les faits cependant méritaient d'étre signalés. Si l'on veut, on peut 
rejeter toute cette partie de mon argumentation, sans que cela affeote sen- 
siblement le jugement qu'aprés Pelliot, Ramstedt et Kotwicz je voudrais, 
à mon tour, réaffirmer: les directifs-latifs mongoles et toungouzes sont essen- 
tiellement identiques. 


5 


Les faits finno-ougriens et altaiques exposés montrent un parallélisme 
complet. Dans chacun des deux groupes nous avons pu tracer un directif- 
latif dont les désinences sont: -si, -s, bet, ost, -ski. Malgré sa simplicité cette 
correspondance mérite quelques commentaires. 

Phonétiquement un -s(e) finno-ougrien peut correspondre à un -s(8) 
mongolo-toungouze, car nous n'avons aucune raison de supposer que ces -$ 
finaux soient issus de développements phonétiques récents. Au contraire, 


43 Zur  Verbstammbildungslehre der mongolisch-türkischen Sprachen (JSFOu 
XXVII, 1912, 3), p. 76. 
13 Grammaire de la langue turque (Paris 1921), p. 535. 
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leur présence dans des langues, membres d’un méme groupe mais assez 
éloignées les unes des autres, témoigne en faveur de leur ancienneté. Nous 
avons vu que, quelle que soit l’explication des latifs finno-ougriens en -ks 
— que l’on accepte la théorie exprimée par Szinnyei ou celle de Wiklund — 
nous devrons toujours admettre l'existence d'un latif finno-ougrien en -s 
que j'identifie avec le latif-directif mongolo-toungouze en -s(s)..La même 
chose peut être dite, mutatis mutandis, du latifen -%, présent comme morphème 
indépendant aussi bien dans le finno-ougrien que dans le toungouze — et 
le ture. 

. Examinons maintenant l'accord des formes composées. Dans le domaine 
finno-ougrien elles ne se rencontrent que dans les parlers occidentaux. Dés 
lors comment expliquer leur présence en mongol et en toungouze? 

A priori il semble vraisemblable que dans le cas des formes composées 
nous soyons en présence d'évolutions analogues mais indépendantes au 
cours desquelles, aussi bien dans les langues finno-ougriennes que mongolo- 
toungouzes, des éléments phonétiquement et fonctionnellement identiques se 
soient joints d'une maniére similaire. Le phénoméne est assez courant, les 
analogies ne font pas défaut. Citons-en deux: 

Une combinaison des suffixes locatifs finno-ougriens 7 et n devient 
dans les langues permiennes un adessif en -len. Celui-ci trouve son paralléle 
dans l'adessif finnois -lla, -Uä (< *-lna, *-Inä). L'absence de ces suffixes 
dans les langues de la Volga et en lapon nous montre qu'il n'y a pas de lien 
générique entre les désinences en question; nous sommes en présence d’éve- 
lutions parallèles. 

La concordance des participes vieux-turc -pan, -pän et hongrois -vén, 
-vén est encore plus frappante. Les deux sont formés d’un participe en -p 
(> hongrois v), d’une voyelle de liaison et d’un suffixe locatif n employé 
modalement.*4 

Si l'on admet que les suffixes -ksi des langues finno-ougriennes et mon- 
goles soient issus d'évolutions paralléles mais indépendantes, on peut égale- 
ment expliquer les formes inverties -skg du toungouze et du tchérémisse 
Il ne s'agit pas d'une métathése mais d'un simple invertissement des éléments 
dont le suffixe est composé. Les suffixes de lieu ougriens -nst (par exemple 
hongrois birönott «chez le juge») sont les correspondants spéculaires des suf- 
fixes locatifs Zon du vieux-turc, formés, l'un comme l'autre, des mêmes 
éléments locatifs - et -n. La combinaison de ces éléments s'est faite séparé- 
ment dans chacune de ces langues. 

Il n'y a que deux manières de joindre les éléments -k et a L'une est 
représentée par le finnois et certaines autres langues finno-ougriennes ainsi 


“Cf. D. Sinor, D'un morphème particulièrement répandu dans les langues ouralo- 
altaiques: TP XXXVII, 1943, p. 150. 


12 Acta Orientalia XIL/1—3. 
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que par le mongol, l'autre par le toungouze et le tchérémisse. La forme mon- 
gole, nous l'avons vu, ne peut s'expliquer par des faits purement mongols. 
Je ne pense pas qu'on puisse établir des liens directes entre les formes -sk 
toungouzes et tchérémisses. Les deux langues ont formé un nouveau suffixe 
en joignant de la méme façon deux morphémes locatifs qui se trouvent d’être 
identiques. 

Quelles sont les conclusions à tirer? Si l'étude d'un suffixe, ou d'un 
groupe de suffixes, isolé ne permet guére de résoudre des problémes aussi 
ramifiés que ceux qui s'attachent à la question ouralo-altaique, elle peut 
cependant verser au débat quelques faits nouveaux. En voici les plus saillants: 
lidentité compléte des formes finno-ougriennes, toungouzes et mongoles, et 
l'absence de correspondances turques. Une nouvelle brèche est battue dans 
les ouvrages croulants de la «Ursprache» altaique. En méme temps, il me 
semble, un pas est fait vers un regroupement moins simpliste, disons-le: 
moins faux, des langues altaiques et ouralo-altaiques. Ce regroupement devra 
tenir compte de ce brassage de peuples et de langues qui s'opérait — et qui 
s'opère — partout, mais qui a atteint des proportions extraordinaires en 
Eurasie Centrale. 

Les doutes exprimées par M. Németh au sujet de la «Urverwandt- 
schaft» turco-mongole prennent du relief. Qu'il veuille bien accepter — le 
Maitre et 1’Ami — ce modeste hommage, fragment d'une étude qui couvrira 
un jour l'ensemble de la morphologie ouralo-altaique. 


45 Az uráli és a török nyelvek Gei kapcsolata: NyK XLVII, 1928); p. 5, et dans 
la version allemande élargie de cet article; Probleme der türkischen Urzeit: Analecta 
Orientalia Memoriae Alexandri Csoma de Körös Dicaia; Budapest 1947, p. 66. 
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The *-ż~*-d local suffix in Uralic and Altaic' 


Denis Sinor, Bloomington 


Some forty-six years ago, in an article written in Hungarian Professor Németh 
suggested a comparison between the Turkic and Uralic suffixes of the ablative 
*-t ~ *-ó, and of the lative *-k ~-y and *-s ~*-z (+ palatal vowel). (Németh 
1928, 6-7.) Probably with a view to reaching a wider audience he embodied the 
equations of the *-f ~ *- and of the *-k = *-y morphemes in an article written 
in German (Németh 1942, 66-67). The volume containing this article appeared 
only in 1947 when, owing to the general difficulties in communication characteristic 
of the post-war years, it received little publicity. I referred to Németh's article 
(Sinor 1951, 224) as “un des meilleurs travaux de cet éminent savant”. 

Németh is not the only one to have fared badly in the comparison of Uralic 
and Altaic local suffixes. In 1943 I published an article in the T'oung Pao (Sinor 
1943) in which — I like to believe — I clarified the uses and the distribution of 
a Uralic and Altaic locative suffix -n. Because of the war, and as the T'oung 
Pao is not normally read by Finno-Ugrists, this article has remained largely 
unknown. I must confess that I find this fact rather galling, as many of the ideas 
there expressed have since then been rediscovered by others. Undaunted, to 
celebrate Professor Németh's seventieth birthday, in an article which, I hope, 
contained some methodological innovations (Sinor 1961), I proposed an equation 
between the Uralic and Altaic -s lative. I took up Németh's old idea, expanded 
it to include Mongol and Tunguz and in the process set the equation on a broader 
base. I am glad to be still around to celebrate with an article related to the same 
topic the eighty-fifth anniversary of him to whom I owe my initiation in Turco- 
logy. 

To put it simply, I firmly believe that Németh's above-mentioned equations 
are incontrovertible. In what follows I will show that they are valid also for 
Mongol and Tunguz, and in the process of doing so I will try to shed some ad- 
ditional light on the system and the components of both Uralic and Altaic local 


suffixes. irt. de 


] The bibliographical abbreviations are listed at the end of the article. The following other 
abbreviations were used: Cher. — Cheremis, CT — Common Turkic, CTU — Common 
Tunguz, Fi. — Finnish, FU — Finno-Ugric, Hu. — Hungarian, Md. — Mordvin, Ost. — 
Ostiak, OT = Old Turkic, PA = Proto Altaic, PFU = Proto Finno-Ugric, PM = Proto 
Mongol, PTU = Proto Tunguz, Vg. = Vogul, Vot. = Votyak, Zyr. = Zyryen. The ab- 
breviations for periodicals, etc. are those used in Sinor 1963. 
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By the term local suffix I understand an adsubstantival morpheme forming 
adverbs which qualify verbs by indicating the space or the time in which the action 
expressed by the verb is located. When the qualified verb is one of movement 
(e.g. to go, to take, etc.), the qualification may be achieved through an indication 
of the direction in space or time of the movement designated by the verb. 


Uralic *-1 ~ *-4. 


1. It is a well-known and uncontested fact that the FU languages have 
a common ablative or separative suffix which appears in the following forms: 

Hu. -/, Vg. JL Ost. A (Vot. -t), Cher. -c, -c, Md. -to, -te, -do, -de (Fi. -ta, 
-tà, -a, -à), Lapp -t, -d, -tté, -dé. 

Szinnyei 1922, 56-57, Szinnyei 1927, 131-132 contain the classic statement 
of this equation on the basis of which PFU *-t *-6 is postulated in ablatival 
function. 

Collinder 1960, 287 postulates PFU *-ta ~ *-td (perhaps alternating with 
*.da ~~ *-0d) and cautiously remarks that “Ugric apparently has -/". Collinder 
1965, 55 is more straightforward, Hu. -/ is derived from the spirantised *-6a ~ *-6d 
form. 

2. Hajdú 1966, 122 takes an important step in the right direction by separating 
the Ugric liquid morphemes from the rest of the FU forms. For these he postulates 
a PFU *-ta which would have no reflexes in Ugric. He points out that with the 
exception of Finnish, somme Lapp dialects and Mordvin, the proto-form is no 
longer used as a primary case-ending but occurs only in compound suffixes. 
In Finnish the suffix has a partitive function and only some postpositions and 
adverbs preserve the original ablatival meaning, e.g. y/-tà “from above’’?. Similar 
petrified forms exist also in Lapp, e.g. ald’e “from above”, Md. aldo “from below”, 
Cher. ümba-é “from above”. Hajdú cites also Nenec ngild “from below”, xud 
“from where”. The identification of Samoyed and FU forms goes back to Setälä 
1913, 22-23. As far as I can see, no Samoyed language has kept an active ablative 
that continues PU *-t ~ *-d, only adverbs and postpositions carry the fossilized 
morpheme. For the Ugric forms, in agreement with Hajdu, I posit a Proto- 
Ugric *-1. 

3. Ugric languages have a locative in -z, fully operative in Vogul (cf. Liimola 
1963, 45-60) and present in scores of Ostiak and Hungarian adverbial endings, 
e.g. Vg. kol-t “in the house", pungk-at “on the head”, ta pora-t “then, at that 
time"; Ost. kot “where (at the place at which)”, tor "there"; Hu. itt "here", 
ott "there", között "between"; also used with some town names, e.g. Pécs-ett, 
Kolozsvär-t “in P. or K.”. 

It is generally thought that these locatives are reflexes of a *-r which Szinnyei 
1922, 62 and Szinnyei 1927, 130 postulate for Proto-Ugric, but Collinder 1960, 
296 and 1965, 127 for PFU, in the form of *-tta ~ *-ttä. Hajdú 1966, 62 and 121 
posits a PFU locative *-t. Although the suffix occurs mostly in the Ugric lan- 
guages—he writes—recently it has been considered to be of FU origin. Liimola 


2 On the possible date of the change from ablative to partitive cf. more recently Itkonen 1965, 
2 


— 
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1963, 55 posits a *-tV form but does not specify whether it has to be projected 
into PFU or Proto-Ugric. As, in agreement with other scholars, Liimola links 
the Common Ugric -t locative with the Zyryen and Votyak -ti transitive, it seems 
likely that he projects the morpheme back into PFU. Serebrennikov 1973, 70 
posits a locative -t and an ablative -ża not only for PFU but also for PU and 
suggests that the -ża morpheme may well be a compound of the locative -t + a, 
the latter being "irgendein latives Suffixelement”’. 

Personally I agree with Hajdü's opinions but would like to go one step 
further away from the traditional view. 1 just cannot see sufficient grounds for 
separating the *-f locative from the *-tV ~ *-dV ablative. Once the Ugric -/-forms 
have been recognized as of different origin, the remaining FU local suffixes 
in -£ or -d can safely be derived from one, common PFU morpheme. 


Altaic *-1 ~ *-d. 


4. Németh 1928 and 1942 did not discuss Mongol and Tunguz data and the 
argument in favor of the Uralic-Turkic correspondence is made through simple 
juxtaposition of the morphemes, without any discussion of their specific functions. 
Ramstedt 1952, mainly pp. 35—37, is more detailed on Altaic data but only skims 
the surface of the question. 


Turkic 


5. A local suffix -fa, -te, -da, -de (henceforth -t4) is common to all Turkic 
languages. Cf. e.g. Sevortjan 1956, 53-54, Räsänen 1957, 61-62. In most modern 
languages the suffix has the function of a locative, e.g. Turkish: acele yürüyen 
yol-da kalır “he who hurries stays on the road", Tatar baliglar su-da yäsilor 
“the fish live in water", Uzbek biz Saxar-da turamiz “we live in the city", Altay 
(Oyrot) süt aq köldin d'aradin-da "on the shore of the milk-white lake". 

-t4 is used as a locative in all known stages of the history of Turcic languages. 
Chagatay i3q yoli-da hatarlar óküs turur "there are many dangers on the road 
of love" (Eckmann 1966, 92); Middle-Turkic Oyuz qayan-nung éärigi-dä “in Oghuz 
kaghan's army" (Oyuz qayan lines 274-75, other examples Séerbak 1962, 106- 
-107); Old Turkic bu yir-dä olurup “staying in this place" (Kül tagin S4), Songa 
yi3-da süngüsdüm "TT fought in the Songa forest" (Bilgä qayan E27). 

6. In Old and early Middle Turkic -t4 has also an ablatival function. In fact, 
Türk has no other functional ablative. E.g. Türk budun... Tabyaë-da adrilti 
"the Türk people broke away from China" (Tonyuquq I, 2), Tabyaë qayan-ta 
Isiyi liküng kälti... Tübüt gayan-ta bölün kálti “from the ruler of China came 
Isiyi likang, from the ruler of Tibet came a high official” (Kül tagin N 12), köz-dä 
yas kälsär “as tears fell from the eyes” (Kül tagin N 11). 

In Uighur and in Turfan-Turkic the normal ablative has an -n (-tan, -tän, 
-dan, -dän, -tin, -tin, -din, -din) but ablatives without -n continue to occur. E.g. 
säning baliging-ta küntin yingaq "south of your city” (Uig. IV, A, 64-65), kiši 
yalanguq-ta ayiri yoq “nothing is more honored than man" (TT. VI, 30), on ädgü 
gilinéliy törü-dä bo$yut-ta burganlar yarliyin-ta kitmis ärürlär “they departed 
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from the law, and the teaching of the ten good deeds, and from the command- 
ments of the Buddhas” (TT. VI, 271-72), bu... tinlyay... igin-tä ozyuru umasar 
mn “if I cannot deliver this being from his illness". Further examples in Nasilov 
1963, 36. Instances of the ablatival use of -t4 in Turfan Turkic are particularly 
frequent in ablativus comparationis constructions and with certain postpositions 
(Sinor -1943, 143-144), e.g. an-ta ötrü “after that”, artug-ta artuq "more than 
more (= very much)”, etc. 

7. Most modern descriptions of Old and Middle Turkic do not attempt 
to sort out the two functions (locative and ablative) of the two suffixes (with 
and without a, In the Middle Turkic of the eleventh century Abdurakhmanov 
1967, 32-36 distinguishes a locative -t4 from an ablative -1Vn6 which, somehow, 
also has a sub-group -f4. It seems to me quite certain that, instead of this scheme 
we must adopt the following division: a -t4 locative-ablative and a -t Vnô ablative. 

Referring to an "avtoreferat" by K. Karimov to which I have no access, 
Abdurakhmanov cites the interesting observation that, of the three manuscripts 
of the Qutadyu Bilig only the one kept in Vienna has ablatives in -tin4 while the 
two others show the -t4 form.? Abdurakhmanov does not give examples of the 
ablatival use of this suffix in the Qutadyu Bilig and in KaSyari but these can be 
found in Brockelmann 1954, 360; Mansuroglu 1959, 100, and Nasilov 1974, 39. 

8. I cannot really tell and, frankly, for our present purpose it seems to me 
to be of secondary importance, whether traces of the -r4 ablative can be found 
in modern Turkic languages. Séerbak 1972, 9 refers to some Azeri and Khakas 
dialects in which the ablatival use of -t4 seems to have survived. As I have no 
access to the publications he cites I cannot pass a personal judgment on the matter. 
Sterbak refers also to the Turkic way to denote fractions, but I am somewhat 
hesitant on this issue. An expression such as e.g. Turkish beste iki “two fifths” 
could be understood as “two from five”, but may also be “two on five” as e.g. 
in French “deux sur cinq". If the -t4 appearing in the designation of fractions 
is indeed an ablative, then the formation is strikingly similar to that used in 
Finnish, where the denominator of a fraction is in the partitive case (< ablative, 
cf. above 2): kaksi viidennestä “two fifths”. It may be noted here that the Finnish 
development ablative > partitive of -t4 is parallelled in Yakut where the same 
morpheme is used as a partitive. 

9. Gabain 1958, 35-36 noted that in OT the -1* suffix is sometimes used 
“wo wir den Dativ erwarten würden”. Such use had escaped the attention of 
previous researchers. The morphemes in question are in fact datives. It is not the 
cowl that makes the monk, it is not the phonetic shape of a morpheme but its 
syntactic function that is the decisive factor in the labeling it receives. As we shall 
see later (74 f.), suffixes do combine the functions of a dative and a locative. 
As a matter of fact, in at least some of the examples given by Gabain, the -#4 is 
an illative: éitavan sangramta kirip “he entered the monastery of C.", ol quduy 
icinta kämisdilär "they threw him into the well”; or a sublative: bir qabanda urup 
kigürdilär “they put it on a plate and brought it in”. 

10. As can be seen from 5-9, in Old and Middle Turkic the -t4 suffix, present 
in all Turkic languages, had a variety of localizing functions, which included 


3 I have not yet seen Karimov’s edition of the Qutadyu Bilig, reviewed by Ê. N. Nadäip in 
Sovetskaja Turkologija 1972, 3, 108-113. 
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that of an ablative. In the course of an evolution that started already in OT, 
a differentiation occurred and the function of the ablative was taken over by 
a combination of the local suffixes -f and -n. Sinor 1943 dealt in detail with these 
morphemes and, after more than thirty years, I still think that the views there 
expressed are basically correct. In the same article I also called attention to the 
fact that a combination of the local suffixes ¢ + n (or n + f) occurs also in FU. 

I cannot agree with the view expressed by Scerbak 1972, 9-10 according 
to which the ablative -t4 derives from the -tVn, -dVn form which—for reasons 
unspecified—would have shed the final -n. 

11. The -t4 suffix is itself a compound. Its constituting parts are two local 
suffixes: -t, or *-£ ~ *-d + -a, -e. It will be noted that only one of these morphemes 
is asterisked. The two others can be traced in Turkic. 

12. The -t survived in such CT nouns as alt “lower part, underpart of sg.”, 
üst “upper part of sg." , art “back, back part of sg.", in which the -7 is no longer 
functional. The exact origin of these endings needs further investigation which 
cannot be undertaken here. 

13. In Sinor 1939, 555-560 I pointed out the existence of an OT -a, -e (= a2) 
local suffix. The question would need a treatment more detailed than I could 
give to it at that time or can give to it here. The existence of such a morpheme 
is undisputed. In OT the regular dative-locative of the first and second possessive 
forms is -a?, and the suffix appears as a dative in the declension of the personal 
pronouns. In most instances the suffix functions as a dative but on occasion it is 
clearly a locative: -yeti yigirmi yasim-a "when I was twenty-seven years old" 
(Bilgä qayan E 24). Neither Tekin 1968 nor Ajdarov 1971 points out this usage 
although both of them cite the above passage. As will be seen below (/5), the 
suffix exists also in Mongol. 


Mongol 


14. The relevant forms are conveniently listed in Poppe 1955, 195-199. 
Disregarding phonetic variations (voiced ~ voiceless, palatal ~ velar) Mongol has 
four dative-locative suffixes: -a, -Ta, -tu, -tur. Weiers 1966, 65-88 gives a detailed 
conspectus of the occurrences of the various forms in pre-classical texts. 

15. The -a, -e suffix appears in the earliest texts both as a locative and a dative. 
According to Poppe 1954, 75 the suffix, widely used in the pre-classical language, 
became less common in Classical and Modern Mongolian. The suffix is thus 
not of recent origin and it can be posited for PM. It is generally assumed — so 
Poppe 1953, 6; 1955, 198-199; Menges 1968, 110— that this suffix is identical 
with the homophonic Turkic local case discussed above in 73. The interrelatedness 
of the Turkic and Mongol morphemes is beyond doubt. It is less certain whether 
they must be regarded as reflexes of a PA form. The matter lies outside the scope 
of the present article. 

16. Identical in form with its Turkic counterpart -r4, the Mongol local suffix 
-ta, -te, -da, -de is a dative-locative. It is well attested in Middle and pre-Classical 
Mongolian (cf. Weiers 1966, 65—70) but it is not functional in the classical, written 
language, where it appears in a fossilized form at the end of adverbs, e.g. ende 
"here", tende "there", urida “formerly”, etc. It is current in modern, spoken 
languages, cf. Poppe 1955, 199. 
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For PM Poppe 1955, 195 postulates a voiced dental: *-da ~ *-de. I see no 
reason why the voiceless dental could not also be posited. Although hP‘ags-pa 
texts show only -d, the Secret History has also forms in -t. 

17. Poppe 1955, 196-197 examines the distribution of the -tu, -tii, -du, -dü 
dative-locative and finds it rather circumscribed. The suffix does not occur in what 
Poppe calls East Middle Mongolian (which includes the Secret History) nor is 
it functional in the classical language, where it survives only in fossilized forms 
e.g. inadu “here, on this side of sg.”, éinadu “there, on the other side, on the far 
side of sg.". Weiers 1966, 70-72 gives a good inventory of the occurrences in pre- 
classical texts. The geographical distribution of this morpheme among the present- 
day Mongol languages is rather widespread; it appears in Ordos, Monguor, 
Dahur, Mogol and Oirat. As pointed out by Ligeti 1958, 208, it frequently appears 
in the non-classical written texts. 

I do not think that this suffix should be projected into PA as suggested 
by Poppe 1955, 196. It is not attested in Turkic and its use is rather restricted 
in space as well as in time. However, it is certainly connected with the Tunguz 
morpheme of identical shape and function. (Cf. below 20). 

18. The dative-locative -tur, -tür, -dur, -dür is typical of the written Mongol 
languages and does not occur in the vernacular. On its occurrences in pre-classical 
texts cf. Weiers 1966, 73-84. 

The suffix is a compound composed of the morpheme -tu^ examined in 17 
and a directive -r probably of PA origin. The best study of this morpheme is still 
Lewicki 1938 to which I would have little to add. In any case, the matter lies within 
the framework of this article only insofar as it touches upon the very existence of 
the -r local suffix. As this morpheme is well attested in Turkic, Mongol and 
Tunguz one may presume its existence in PA. Räsänen 1957, 64 links Turkic -ra 
(e.g. OT iérá "in, inside") with the Hungarian sublative -ra, re, an idea that ap- 
pears also in Menges 1968, 115 without reference to Räsänen, and is rejected 
for the wrong reasons by A&nin 1963, 99. The first proponent of this compar- 
ison seems to have been Schott 1871, 23. The Hungarian suffix is of recent 
origin and developed sometime before the 15th century from a postposition rea. 

19, The interrelatedness of the four Mongol local suffixes examined in 15-18 
can be summarized as follows: 

a) The suffix -a, -e can be posited for PM and maybe for PA. The question 
deserves a special study. 

b) The morpheme -ta, -te, -da, -de is a combination of two local suffixes: 
-t ~ -d + -a ~-e. Both elements, as well as their combination are common 
to Turkic and Mongol. 

c) The dative-locative -tu, -tii, -du, -dü is a suffix of Tunguz origin in Mongol. 

d) The morpheme -tur, -tür, -dur, -dür is a compound of the suffix ui 
mentioned under c) and an -r local suffix common to all Altaic languages. 
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Tunguz{ 


20. The CTU suffix of the dative is -fu, -du. Slight variations in the vowel 
do occur but it 1s always labial. Only Manchu has an invariable -de form. On the 
basis of purely Tunguz data for PTU one would have to postulate a voiced 
dental *-dV. In the modern Tunguz languages the voiceless -tu form appears 
only rarely, following voiceless consonants, e.g. in Evenki kongat-tu “in the 
boat", sovet-tu “in the Soviet", but kungakän-du “to the child". The form appears 
in all northern Tunguz languages. 

21. Generally speaking the Tunguz forms just mentioned are compared 
with the Turco-Mongol, -rV4 suffixes examined above in 5, /6 and /7. Thus, 
for example, already Poppe 1931, 113; Ramstedt 1952, 37; Baskakov 1971, 318. 
For reasons not quite clear to me, Benzing 1955, 1031 posits an original Proto- 
Tunguz *-dua, *-dud form. 

As mentioned above in /7, I consider the Mongol -tu+ suffix a borrowing 
from Tunguz. 

22. The local suffix -du appears also in a number of compounds, such as 
the Even ablative -duk; the Negidal locative -dula, prolative -duli (Negidal -du 
is a dative); Ulcha, Orok and Udege locative which may be either -du or -dula; 
Orok ablative -duki, and possibly others. 

23. As this article is concerned only with the *-t ~ *-d local suffix, a detailed 
examination of the other constitutive elements of the Tunguz compound mor- 
phemes must be left for another occasion. I will make only two brief points. 

The -k local suffix is common to Finno-Ugric, Turkic and Tunguz and was 
examined, although not in sufficient detail, by Németh 1928 and 1942, and by 
Sinor 1951. 

The -/V local suffix is well attested in Tunguz. It appears in the -/a locative, 
functional in all northern Tunguz languages, while -/i is used as a prolative in 
Evenki, Even, Solon, Negidal, Oroch and Ude. In Nanai -/a is a locative-ablative. 
Fossilized, the suffix can be found in Manchu adverbs such as dolo “inside”, 
fejile “down, underneath, below", vala “underneath” etc. 

This Tunguz suffix should be compared with the Ugric ablative -/, examined 
above in /, which, following Hajdi 1966, 122 should be separated from the 
PFU *-; ~ *-d ablative. The Ugric -/ ablative appears in a number of compound 
local suffixes, and it may even be connected with some Finn-Permian morphemes, 
such as the Permian allative -/i, or the / characteristic of the Finnish “external” 
local suffixes, e.g. adessive Jo. ablative -/ta. The comparison deserves a treatment 
at least as detailed as given here to the *-t ~ *-d suffix. 

24. PTU seems to have had a local case in voiceless *-t. Its reflexes are: 
Manchu ablative -ci, Oroch and Ulcha illative-allative -ti, and the following 
instrumentals: Evenki -ti, Negidal -di, -ëi, Nanai d. most other northern Tunguz 
dialects -/j. The morpheme occurs also in combination with the -k local suffix 
in compounds such as the allative-illative -:(i)ki in Evenki, Even, Negidal, 
Ulcha. 

For the instrumental suffixes Benzing 1955, 1035 posits a *- 7i form. To me, 


4 None of the Tunguz data used here is controversial. They were culled from a variety of 
sources, mainly from Cincius 1949, Konstantinova 1964, Skorik 1968. 
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a *ji > t development seems most unlikely, whereas a *¢ + i > či change would 
be almost normal. Benzing 1955, 1031 derives the Manchu ablative -ci from 
*-d(u)ki. 


Some conclusions: 


a) The PFU *-t ~ *-d ablative-locative (1) is identical with a PA *-t ~ *-d 
ablative-locative reflected in Turkic -t4 (5-12), Mongol -t4 (16) ablative-locative 
suffixes and in the Tunguz dative -tu, -du (20). 

b) The Mongol dative-locative -tu, -du (17) is a loan from Tunguz. 

c) The Manchu -de dative (20) is probably a loan from Mongol (16). 

d) I equate the Ugric ablative -/ (2) with the Tunguz locative-ablative -IV 

(23). 
e) I propose to equate the Ugric -t locative (Permian -ti illative) (3) with 
the CTU -ri instrumental, ablative, illative (24). If, as I think, the FU forms derive 
from a PFU *-r ablative, we might have to consider the Tunguz forms loans from 
either PFU or from another, later FU sub-group. 


All this is far from simple. Uralic, Altaic, and Uralic-Altaic comparative 
linguistics should shake themselves free from simplistic—black and white, yes 
or no—solutions. After so much research by so many, the exact relationship 
of various Indo-European sub-groups is still the subject of fruitful debate. Why 
should it be different in Uralic and Altaic studies? In a very imperfect way—I was 
severely hampered by space restriction—this article may indicate what I have 
in mind when I suggest that Uralic and Altaic comparative linguistics should 
not ignore each other and that the truth should not be proclaimed but searched for. 
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OBSERVATIONS ON A NEW COMPARATIVE 
ALTAIC PHONOLOGY 


By Denis Srnor 


HE comparative Altaic phonology recently published by Professor Poppe ! 

is the third post-war attempt to give body to the theory of the genetic 

relationship of Altaic languages. In the recent spectacular renascence of 

Altaic studies two similar works have been published: one by Kotwicz,? 

the other by Ramstedt. It is interesting to note that.these surveys were 

published at a time when the genetic relationship of the Altaic languages had 
already been tacitly admitted for about a century. 

I dislike posthumous publications. With a few exceptions—such as cases 
where the material had already received the imprimatur of the deceased 
author—they represent material deemed unworthy of publication by the 
authors themselves. Indeed, the above-mentioned works of Kotwiez and of 
Ramstedt represent little more than the collected. notes of two great scholars 
deeply interested in the problem. It can thus be said, that Poppe's com- 
parative phonology is really epoch-making, as it is the first completed methodical 
attempt to prove the genetic relationship of the Altaic languages. 

Much preliminary spade-work has been done in recent years. Even if we 
disregard smaller monographs, there remain, for Mongol Poppe’s own com- 
parative study;* for Turkic the excellent sketches of Räsänen,? for Tunguz 
the reliable work of Benzing® and—above all—the splendid comparative 
phonology of V. I. Cineius ? which, to my great surprise, is hardly mentioned 
by Poppe. This is regrettable, for a more complete perusal of the Tunguz 
material as presented by Cincius’s book, would have considerably enlarged the 
basis of Poppe’s work. 

A rather primitive, purely quantitative test is fairly revealing. The Turkic, 
Mongol, and Tunguz comparative phonologies of, respectively, Räsänen, Poppe, 
and Cincius total almost 800 pages, whereas the new Altaic phonology has but 
188. Thus it is not based on a complete survey of the available material, but 


1 Nikolaus Poppe: Vergleichende Grammatik der altaischen Sprachen. Teil 1. Vergleichende 
Lautlehre. (Porta Linguarum Orientalium. Neue Serie, tv.) xi, 188 pp. Wiesbaden: Otto 
Harrassowitz, 1960. DM. 26. 

2 W. Kotwiez, ' Studia nad jezykami altajskimi ’, published by M. Lewicki, RO, xvı, 1950, 
(pub.) 1953, 1-314. 

3 G. J. Ramstedt, Einführung in die altaische Sprachwissenschaft, published by P. Aalto, 
I, Lautlehre (MSFOu., crv, 1), 1957, 192 pp. ; II, Formenlehre (MSFOu., crv, 2), 1952, 262 pp. 

* Introduction to Mongolian comparative studies (MSFOu., ox), 1955, 300 pp. 

5 Martti Räsänen, Zur Lautgeschichte der türkischen Sprachen (Studia Orientalia, xv), 1949, 
249 pp. 

* Johannes Benzing, Die tungusischen Sprachen: Versuch einer vergleichenden Grammatik 
(Akad. d. Wiss. u.d. Lit. in Mainz. Abh. d. Geistes- u. Sozialwiss. Kl, Jahrg. 1955, Nr. 11), 
Wiesbaden, 1950, 151 pp. 

? V. I. Cincius, Sravnitel’naja fonetika tunguso-man' &durskikh jazykov, Leningrad, 1949, 
342 pp. 
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rather represents a choice of ‘ important correspondences ’, and is, in spite of 
its title, more a Turco-Mongol than an Altaic comparative phonology. 
I mention this not as a point of criticism, but simply to draw attention to 
the real scope of this work described by the author as follows: (p. 1) ' Die 
Aufgabe dieses Buches ist, das Verhältnis der mongolischen Sprachen zu den 
Türksprachen zu zeigen und die wichtigsten phonetischen Entsprechungen 
aufzustellen. Dabei sollen auch die Angaben der mandschu-tungusischen und 
in besonderen Fallen auch die des Koreanischen in Betracht gezogen werden ’. 

Poppe is not content with establishing word correspondences that fall into 
a regular phonetie pattern: he tries to establish the hypothetical primitive 
language, the Ursprache, from which primitive Mongol (Urmongolisch) could 
have derived. In order to achieve this, Poppe draws comparisons between, on 
the one hand Mongol, and on the other Turkic or Tunguz or even Korean 
forms. There is nothing wrong in this, but I feel unhappy when he does not 
reconstruct hypothetical forms on the basis of existing words but— quite 
to the contrary—uses such asterisked creations to justify the comparison of 
dissimilar words. This is to put the cart before the horse. Instead of being 
content with the facts—of which he has a supreme knowledge—Poppe operates 
with a number of hypothetical languages, two for Mongol alone : Vormongolisch 
and Urmongolisch and tries to reach through them the even more hypothetical 
Altaic Ursprache. With three Jokers in hand it is easy to win any game. 

Let us see in a few given examples the practical results of such a method. 

p. 39. To justify the equation: Mongol nidün ‘eye’ ~ Evenki nundun 
~ Korean nun, Poppe uses three hypothetical forms and derives the Mongol 
word from *nündün, the Korean word from *nundun < *nündün. But such 
hypothetical forms cannot be justified, and their only raison d’être is the will 
to equate forms which otherwise could not be linked. This correspondence 
could be accepted only if we were able to show on the hand of a number of 
other examples that Mongol -d- ~ Evenki -nd- ~ Korean Ø constitutes a 
regular pattern. But this is not the case, as can be quite easily ascertained 
by looking up Poppe's own treatment (pp. 52-3) of Mongol -d-. 

p. 97. In the chapter dealing with the vowel a, Poppe equates Mongol 
yar ‘hand’ with the Tunguz forms: Manchu gala < *gara, Evenki alo, 
Lamut yal, But in the section dealing with -r- (pp. 78-80) not a single Mongol 
-r- ~ Tunguz -l- correspondence is given. To justify the admittedly quite 
tempting equation of the Mongol and Tunguz words, Poppe, quite arbitrarily 
derives Manchu gala from *gära. But the only justification of such an assump- 
tion lies in the desire to produce this etymology. 

p. 24. For the sake of establishing a correspondence between Mongol 
yutusun ‘boot’ and Manchu gulha, Poppe derives the former from *yutulsun, 
and the latter from *gutulkai—both of which are completely unwarranted. 
Their existence causes some difficulty to Poppe himself. He brings into the 
picture the Korean kudu which could, a priori, be equated with the existing 
Mongol yutusun. But Poppe, hypnotized by his own creation, the non-existing 
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*yutulsun, prefers to reconstruct a *gutul word for Korean. But there are no 
better reasons for reconstructing *gutul than there are for supposing a Manchu 
*gutulkar. And all this is done with the sole purpose of justifying the relationship 
with an equally hypothetical *yutulsun. 

pp. 46-9. According to Poppe an Altaic *-b-, preserved in Turkic, could 
develop into Vormongolisch *-w-, which, in its turn gave Urmongolisch *-y-, 
*--, *-y- > Classical Mongol -y-, -y-/-w-, -y-. 

In support of this scheme Poppe gives 18 examples—a very handsome 
number at first sight. But a closer scrutiny reveals that 10 of them are only 
between Turkic and Mongol, 5 only between Mongol and Tunguz, 2 are limited 
to Mongol (!), and only the remaining 1 example covers the three language 
groups. If all these correspondences were valid—and they are not—they 
still could not serve for the reconstruction of three hypothetical languages : 
Vormongolisch, Urmongolisch, and Altaisch. But the two Mongol fiction- 
languages seem to- allow almost any reconstruction. Thus the four examples 
called upon to substantiate a Mongol -y- ~ Turkic -b- correspondence have 
nothing to commend them but the fact that Poppe quite arbitrarily derives 
the Mongol -y- from an Urmongolisch *-w- < Vormongolisch *-b- which then, 
together with a Turkic -b-, can be taken as the proof of the Altaic *-b-. Thus 
the following equation is proposed: Mongol noyir ‘ sleep’ < *novir < *nobir 
= Middle-Turkic yavas * mild, gentle ' ! But with such a method—the intercala- 
tion of two arbitrary forms—almost any etymology can be made to look 
valid, and we are saved from utter nonsense only by Poppe's matchless 
knowledge of Altaic languages. But not even his expertise can save this 
last-mentioned etymology. For, leaving apart the question of the medial 
consonant, I know of no Mongol -r- ~ Turkic -s- sound-correspondences, 
and nothing similar is mentioned in the relevant chapters of Poppe's own: 
book. 

p. 51. Dealing with medial -t- correspondences, Poppe gives a good number 
of examples showing—in my interpretation—that there is a Turkic -t- ~ Mongol 
-t- ~ Tunguz -i- correspondence, with t£ > & in Mongol and in Tunguz. But 
caught in the cobweb of the hypothetical Ursprache, Poppe affirms that ‘ Das 
ursprüngliche [Altaic, one must presume] -*- hat sich vor * und St noch im 
Vormongolischen zu */' und später zu *é entwickelt, während es vor anderen 
Vokalen *£ geblieben ist’. This statement, however, is unacceptable in the 
light of the evidence given. Of Poppe’s 13 examples of -t- followed by a vowel 
other than 1, only 5 comprise forms taken from each of the three language 
groups. Even these are of little use for the purpose of reconstructing an 
Ursprache. On what ground can we postulate a primitive Altaic form for Middle- 
Mongol hutasun, Classical Mongol uiasun, Manchu futa—and Yakut war 
‘string, cord’? I would not deny that these words belong together, but 
surely it needs more than a Yakut example to postulate such a word for Common 
Turkic. The derivation of the Yakut word from a hypothetical *putak is not only 


arbitrary, it does not even account for the absence of such a final -k in the Mongol 
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and Manchu forms. According to Poppe (pp. 54-5) there is no such a corre- 
spondence as Turkic -g ~ Manchu £.! 

The examples given by Poppe—even if their validity is accepted—show 
only partial correspondences within the Altaic group but are useless for the 
reconstruction of the Ursprache. Thus the correspondence Mongol mata- 
~ Evenki mata- * to bend.’ is quite convincing but these two forms are in them- 
selves insufficient proof for the existence of an Altaic word. And what about 
Mongol mitara- ‘scheu werden, bange werden’ = Manchu maita- 'zurück- 
kehren, sich umwenden’? Even if we disregard the semantic difficulties we 
will still have only, at the very best, a Mongol ~ Manchu correspondence. 
And even if we accept Mongol atur ‘ Land das nie bearbeitet worden: ist’ 
= Kazan atiz ‘künstlich bewässertes Land’, Middle-Turkic atizla- ' einen 
Bewässerungsgraben ziehen ’, we are still very, very far indeed from an Altaic 
correspondence. 

Another of Poppe’s examples given under the same heading is equally 
valueless for Altaic purposes : Mongol yatuyan < *pitukan ‘ Laute’ = Manchu 
Jiuhan ' Saiteninstrument’. There are hundreds of Mongol loan-words in 
Manchu and this could be just one of them. But there are also other difficulties 
with this word. I quite agree that a *pitukan ~ fituhan correspondence would 
have to be accepted. But the point is precisely that, once again, there is simply 
no justification for such a Mongol form. To support my view I quote no lesser 
authority than Poppe himself. Neither in this book, nor in his Introduction to 
Mongolian comparative studies, does he quote an Altaic *p- ~ Mongol y- 
correspondence. To justify the comparison of the Mongol and Manchu forms, 
Mongol y- ~ Manchu f- correspondences would have to be adduced. 

Many dozens of similar examples taken from the material presented by 
Poppe could be given, but I think it may be more useful to sum up my objections 
to the methods used in this book. 

(1) Words that occur in only a handful, or even in only two of the many 
Altaic languages are considered adequate proof for the existence of an Altaic 
Urform. Poppe pays no attention whatsoever to linguistic geography. Words 
with a very limited and often clearly circumscribed distribution area—within 
which they occur in languages pertaining to various linguistic groups—and which 
are clearly loan-words are being used to sustain the theory of the Urverwandt- 
schaft. I cannot consider ‘ Altaic ' a correspondence which is not substantiated 
by a good number of examples taken from each of the three language groups 
constituting the Altaic family. No one would consider Indo-European a word 
that occurs in the Spanish and French dialects of the Pyrenees and nowhere 


1 Asa matter of fact I think that it is possible to find Turkic -g ~ Manchu Ø correspondences : 
e.g. Middle-Turkic icü£ ' fur, fur coat ’, Coman ičik, Kirghiz dik, Kazak istk, ete. ~ Manchu iču ; 
Old-Turkie gatiy, qatay ‘ solid, firm, strong’, Middle-Turkic gatiy, gatiq, Tuvin kadyg, Modern 
Uyghur kattik, katiyk, eto. ~ Manchu hata; Middle-Turkic garsag ‘ fox’, Coman garsag, ete. 
«~~ Mongol kirsa ~ Manchu kirsa. This last Manchu word is probably a loan-word from Mongol, 
but this is, in such a context, irrelevant. 
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else. Why, then, must we call ‘ Altaic a word attested only in one Tunguz 
and one Mongol dialect ? 

(2) The inordinate use of reconstructed forms gives an impression of false 
security and allows the comparison of almost any forms. I think it inadmissible 
to reconstruct asterisked forms on no other evidence but that of two words 
taken from two different languages. 

(3) Instead of examining the available material and drawing conclusions 
based on it, Poppe, unconditionally accepting the obsolete Stammbaum theory, 
sets out with the conviction that there must have been an Altaic Ursprache.! 
He examines all the evidence in the light of this preconceived idea. 

The first two of these objections are substantiated in the above-mentioned 
examples. The third point, however, needs further elucidation. It seems to 
me that the most constructive way of doing so would be to expound some of 
my own views concerning the comparative study of Altaic languages. 


To begin with, I should like to emphasize that word-correspondences alone 
are insufficient to prove genetic relationship particularly when, as is the case 
in Altaic studies, we know so very little of the past of the words compared. 
I am sure Professor Poppe would be the first to agree with me on this point. 
Loan-words, words of civilization, pass freely from one language into the other 
even if these are completely unrelated. If the only documents of the English 
language were a few texts from the nineteenth century (as is the case with 
many Tunguz languages), the study of their vocabulary would not suffice to 
decide whether English belongs to the Germanic or to the Romance group of 
languages. 

General congruences, such as the absence of gender, the harmony of vowels, 
the absence of an indefinite article and of a verb ‘ to have’, etc., are of little 
avail to him who sets out to investigate the relationship of the Altaic languages. 
Two languages of analogous pattern but using different components cannot 
be traced back to a common source. The question which must be settled is 
whether the actual linguistic material that goes into these structures is the 
same. Thus the most convincing proof of any genetic relationship must be 
given by morphology. It is generally admitted that the borrowing of morphemes 
is less frequent than that of words. The question of the genetic relationship 
of Altaic languages thus stands or falls with the historical identity of their 
morphemes, Could it be shown in a sufficiently great number of cases that 
the same sound or sound-group has the same grammatical role within two 
different languages, it could reasonably be supposed that both these languages 
derive from a third language. | 

Thus it has to be ascertained whether a methodical survey of the morpho- 
logical material proper to the Altaic languages warrants the reconstruction 
of such an Ursprache. Ramstedt’s attempt is far from convincing; indeed 

1 On the validity of this theory see the excellent article of W. S. Allen, ‘ Relationship in 
comparative linguisties °, Transactions of the Philological Society, 1953, 52-108, 
VOL. XXVI. PART 1. 10 
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it is a definite step backward. It is therefore with the greatest possible interest 
that we must await the second volume, on morphology, of Poppe’s Vergleichende 
Grammatik. He is uniquely qualified to undertake the task. 

To be convincing, the comparative treatment of two languages must be 
complete, not limited to congruences but taking into account possible diver- 
gencies. If the combined morpheme inventories of two languages contain, 
say, 200 items, the congruence of, say, 20, will not convince me of their genetic 
relatedness. To give an instance in our particular field of research, the Turkic, 
Mongol, and Tunguz verbal systems show considerable differences. Indeed, 
Mongol is totally different from Turkic (which is not unlike Northern Tunguz), 
whereas it shows striking similarities with Manchu. 

This time, however, I should like to limit my remarks to the comparative 
study of the vocabulary. As Meillet has put it!: ' Ce sont les concordances de 
vocabulaire qui frappent d'abord quand on rapproche les langues entre elles ’. 

It must be remembered that comparative phonology is, in fact, nothing else 
but the study of the respective vocabularies of languages a priort supposed. 
to be related. According to Hermann Hirt?: ‘ Wir kennen, das muss man 
immer wieder betonen, die Lautgesetze nicht als solche, sondern wir erschliessen 
sie auf Grund von wahrscheinlich aussehenden etymologischen Entsprechungen’. 
But if the linguist approaches his subject with the preconceived idea that 
the languages he is investigating are genetically related, he will consider likely, 
‘ wahrscheinlich °, etymologies he would disdainfully dismiss were they pro- 
posed for languages he had not, a priori, considered related. What is ‘ proof’ 
for the one, is considered ‘ coincidence’ for the other. 

It is quite clear to any observant person, that the Turkic, Mongol, and 
Tunguz languages have a great number of words in common. It must be noted, 
however, that within what is called the basic vocabulary, there are considerable 
discrepancies. No phonetic juggling has so far succeeded in reducing to common 
forms the greater part of Turco-Mongol numerals: ber - migen ‘1’, ik? - qoyar 
‘2’, dé - yurban ‘3’, bei - tabun ‘5’, alty - jiryuyan ‘6’, sükiz - naiman ‘8’, 
toquz - yisün ‘9’, on - arban ‘10’. Only ‘4’ and ‘7’ stand a slender chance 
of being related. Nor are the names of the parts of the body similar: baš - 
terigün ' head ', ayiz - aman ‘mouth’, köz - nıdün ' eye’, tá - sidün ‘ tooth’, 
qulyag - &ken * ear ', qil - üsün ' hair’, etc. 

These examples—taken at random, and without the idea of ‘ proving’ 
anything—not only illustrate the considerable differences existing in basic 
vocabulary, they also show a certain divergence in the general structure of 
Turkic and Mongol words. The former are often monosyllabic and have rarely 
more than two syllables; Mongol words are usually longer. 

If we turn our attention to the numerous Turco-Mongol congruences, we 
will find that they comprise a great number of homophonous words, such as 

1 La methode comparative en linguistique historique, Oslo, 1925, 34. 


* Indogermanische Grammatik, Teil I : Einleitung. I. Etymologie, II. Konsonantismus (Indoger- 
manische Bibliothek. Erste Abteilung, t. Reihe, Bd. 13, 1. Teil), Heidelberg, 1927, 139. 
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qara * black '—in use from Manchuria to the Balkans—and an equally great 
number of such words that show only very limited alterations: e.g. Turkic 
gon ~ Mongol qonin ~ Tunguz qonin ‘ sheep’. 

It is tempting to see in such obvious correspondences fairly recent 
borrowings. But it must not be forgotten that a word such as gara does not 
have to be a borrowing. It could also be a purely Altaic word, as neither the 
initial q- nor the medial -r- nor the vowel a shows any variations or changes 
in the course of the history of the Altaic languages. 

But comparativists in the Altaic field usually disregard such homophonous 
words, and Poppe is no exception to this rule. He prefers to work with examples 
that can be explained only with more or less complicated rules of sound- 
changes. Poppe firmly believes in the old theory of the Ausnahmslosigkeit der 
Lautgesetze. On the basis of a few examples he sets up a rule for a given phonetic 
change. Correspondences, evident though they may be, are discarded if they 
do not fit the pattern. The whole system works, as it were, on the ‘ first come, 
first served ’ basis. If a number of examples show that, say, Turkic x = Mongol 
y, correspondences of the Turkic 2 = Mongol y type will be discarded, even 
though they may be more numerous and more convincing than those of the 
previous type. But the law of the Ausnahmslosigkeit der Lautgesetze is but a 
chimera if applied in that way. It is the scholarly variation of the saying 
“my mind is made up, don’t confuse me with facts’. 

I wish to show now in one concrete example how dangerous it is to ignore 
the facts—however confusing they may be. 

According to Poppe (pp. 12-14), when followed by a vowel other than i, 
Altaic initial *- remained unchanged in all the Altaic languages. I agree with 
him to the extent that there are many Turkic t- ~ Mongol t- ~ Tunguz t- 
correspondences, and I even wish to add one to his examples.! 

(1) Old-Turkic, Middle-Turkic tusu ‘ profit, benefit, advantage’, Khakas, 
Bashkir tuza, Tuvin duza ? 

ro Classical Mongol tusa, Ordos pusa, Kalmuck tus», ‘Secret history’ 
tusa, Khalkha tusa 
eo Manchu (usa, Even tuha 

However, and in spite of the Ausnahmslosigkeit der Lautgesetze, we have 
algo : 

(2) Common Turkic tüš ‘ noon ’, attested in the meanings of ' noon, south ' 
in virtually all the Turkic languages. From Turkic, the word passed into some 
Samoyede languages, and into Hungarian, dél ‘ south, noon °, 


1 The majority of these cannot serve for the reconstruction of an Altaie Urform. They 
occur in but two of the three Altaic groups and are, in some cases, and within these languages, 
of a very limited distribution. 

2 I make no attempt at giving full documentation for each word. Without the resources 
of my own library I have to rely on my notes. A fairly complete list of my habitual sources was 
given on pp. 163-4 of my ‘ On water-transport in central Eurasia’, UAJ, xxxin, 1-2, 1961, 
156-79. To the references there given I should like to add, Louis Ligeti, ‘Un vocabulaire 
mongol d’Istanboul ’, Acta Orient. Hung., xıv, 1, 1962, 3-99 (henceforth quoted as VI). 
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~ Classical Mongol dil * middle, half, noon, midnight ’, ‘ Secret history ’ 
duli, Middle-Mongol VI dül, Monguor pur 
m~ Manchu dulin * middle, half’, Evenki dulin, Even dulkakan, dulag. 

This is a very well-known correspondence, accepted by such scholars as 
Gomboez,! Ligeti,? Joki? and Poppe himself. The reason for his not men- 
tioning it in the present book must be sought in the fact, that ıt does not 
conform to the previously established pattern, and shows a Manchu-Mongol d- 
opposed to Turkic t-. 

But there are other examples to corroborate such a correspondence. Thus: 

(3) Common-Turkic tuz ‘ salt’, e.g. Middle-Turkic tuz, Coman tuz, Khakas 
tus, Yakut tus, Chuvash tdvar, etc. Many other dialectal variants, unimportant 
from our present point of view, were assembled by Joki.® Ligeti $ pointed out 
that the original vowel of the Turkic word had been a long: tüz. He also 
equates this word with 

m~ Mongol dabusun ‘salt’. Other variants include: Ibn Muhanna 
tabusun, Muqaddimat al-adab dabusun, Modern Lit. Khalkha davs(an), 

Monguor passe, Ordos pawusu, Kalmuck dawsn, etc. 

~ Manchu dabsun ‘ salt’, Nana] daosun, Oroch daksu, Negidal dauksun, 

Olcha dausu, Tunguz (Titov)? dawusun. In quoting the Tunguz forms, both 

Titov and Schmidt refer to Turkic tuz. 

It seems certain that Turkic tuz has to be connected with Evenki turuka 
‘salt’. Shirokogoroff $ lists the same form, and refers to Yakut tus. Titov 
quotes turukol which, however, I have failed to trace in his own dictionary. 
Ramstedt ? connects Tunguz turuka ~ Turkic tuz. 

Even has tis, {üx, and Shirokogoroff lists tus. 

The Kamass-Samoyede word tus ‘ salt" may be a loan-word from Turkic, 
as Joki wants it to be, but it might also be connected with the Tunguz forms. 

Joki quotes with disapproval Ligeti who joins Turkic tuz to Mongol dabusun. 
In fact this connexion had already been put forward by Pelliot,” and Ligeti 
simply brought further proof to the already convincing suggestion. I can 
see no valid argument against the equations 

Turkic tuz ~ Mongol dabusun ~ Tunguz dabsun 
Turkic tuz ~ Mongol ~ Tunguz turuka 





1 Die Bulgarisch-türkischen Lehnwörter in der ungarischen Sprache (MSFOu., xxx), 1912, 68. 

2 * Mongolos jévevényszavaink kérdése ', Nyelvtudományi Közlemények, xLıx, 1935, 190-271 
(see p. 214). 

* Die Lehnwörter des Sajansamojedischen (MSFOu., cim), 1952 (see p. 347). 

* * Altaisch und Urtürkisch ', UJ, vi, 1, 1926, 94-121 (see p. 100). 

5 op. cit., 340-1. 

* * Les voyelles longues en ture ', JA, coxxx, avril-juin 1938, 177-204 (see pp. 192 and 198). 

7 The forms thus indicated were taken from E. I. Titov, Tungussko-russkij slovar’, Irkutsk, 
1926. 

° A Tungus dictionary, Tokyo, 1944. 

* * Zur Frage nach der Stellung des Tschuwassischen ', JSFOu., xxxvri, 1922-3, 18. 

10 " Les mots à A initiale aujourd'hui amuie, dans le mongol des xme et xive siècles ', JA, 
CCVI, avril-juin 1925, 193-263 (see p. 231). 
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It must be noted, that although ' regularly * Mongol has -r where Turkic 
has -2, Turkic -z ~ Mongol -s (Tunguz al correspondences are fairly frequent.! 

The three Tunguz forms, dabsun, turuka, tüs are etymological doublets 
(or should one say triplets ?), and illustrate what I have said about the same 
word appearing in different forms within the same language. The first of them 
(dabsun) probably is a loan-word from Mongol, tüs is a borrowing from Turkic. 
As for turuka, it is certainly related to Turkic tuz, and this relation could be a 
very ancient one. To settle the question one would have to reopen the discussion 
on Altaic *z ~ *r. 

Involved as the history of this word may be, it has an exact counterpart 
in the following word group: 

(4) Common-Turkic toz ‘dust’, e.g. Old-Turkic, Middle-Turkic, Coman, 
Osmanli, Azeri toz, Altai, Teleut, Lebed, Shor, Koibal tozun, Tuvin doozun, 
Khakas tozin, Bashkir tuzan, Uzbek tizon, Chuvash tusan. 

It is beyond doubt, that the forms toz and tozan belong together. The exact 
function of the vowel + n word-ending cannot be ascertained, and discussions on 
this topic seem to me rather sterile.. More recently Németh ? and Menges? dealt 
with its function. The relation between toz and tozan was examined by Bang 3 

~ Classical Mongol toyusun ‘ dust’, Middle-Mongol VI tösun, ‘ Secret 
history ' to'osun, Ordos t‘ösu, Kalmuck Gen, Mod. Lit. Khalkha toos(on). 
Ligeti who, following Pelliot, equates the Mongol and Turkic forms (which, 
as he shows, had a long vowel ` t02) also quotes Sien-pi and Kitan data showing 
initial voiceless f-.5 
ro Manchu dahasun, Goldi daosun 
mv Manchu toron, Even tur 
Thus, in the case of this word, we would have two sets of correspondences : 
Turkic toz ~ Mongol toyosun ~ Manchu dahasun 
Turkic toz ~ Mongol ~ Tunguz tur 

These correspondences of Turkic íuz suffice for our present purposes, 
but—to open new avenues—I should like to add that, to my mind, the Turco- 
Mongol word toprag ~ tobrag ‘ dust’ belongs to the same family. Cf. e.g. 
forms like Tuvin dovurak, Ordos t'awerak. 

(b) Common-Turkic törü ‘law, right, constitution’, e.g. Old-Turkic, 
Middle-Turkic törü, ete. 

mu Classical Mongol törü, Modern Lit. Khalkha tör, etc. 
~ Manchu doro 





1 cf. Denis Sinor, ‘On some Ural-Altaic plural suffixes’, AM, NS, rr, 2, 1952, 203-30 (see 
pp- 220-1, where I dealt briefly also with this and the following etymology). 

3 ‘Die Volksnamen guman und gin’, Körösi Csoma Archivum, ur, 1, 1940, 95-109 (see 
p. 109). 

2 The oriental elements in the vocabulary of the oldest Russian epos, the Igor Tale (Suppl. to 
Word, Monograph No. 1), 1951, 14. 

4 * Über die türkischen Namen einiger Grosskatzen’, Keleti Szemle, xvr, 1916, 112-46 
(see p. 141). 

5 * Les voyelles longues ’, 198. 
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I think that Gombocz ! was the first to propose this equation which, since 
then, has often been repeated, also by myself? Ligeti expressed some doubts 
as to its validity 3: ‘L’initiale d- du mot mandchou se laisse difficilement 
expliquer en face d'un t- mongol (et turc) . . .’. But he himself had quoted 
similar examples (cf. no. 3), the number of which could easily be increased. 

The two following (nos. 6 and 7) examples show such Mongol t- ~ Manchu d- 
correspondences. 

(6) Classical Mongol terigün ‘head, beginning, first, initial’, Middle- 
Mongol terv’tin, terün, etc., Kalmuck türün ‘ beginning ', Modern Lit. Khalkha 
térguun. 

~ Manchu deribun ‘ beginning ’. 

As the usual Tunguz word for ‘ head ’ is of the dil- type, the Manchu word 
is probably of Mongol origin. 

(7) Classical Mongol tile ‘ combustible, firewood ’, tüle- * to burn ’, etc. 

~ Manchu dule- ‘ to burn °. 

The word is unknown in Turkic, but is well attested in Uralic, e.g. Finn tuli, 
Mordvin tol, Cheremis tul, til, Zuryene, Votiak til, perhaps Lapp tollo, toll, 
dolla. Paasonen * equated the Finno-Ugrian words with Samoyede tu, tut, 
tii, tū, etc. I am convinced that the Ugrian words: Hungarian tüz, Ostiak tul, 
Vogul teüt 5 belong to this same group, although, at present, Finno-Ugrists 
are reluctant to connect the Finnic and Ugrian word-groups. But what is 
impossible within the framework of Finno-Ugrian linguistics may well prove 
possible in a larger context. Interesting in this respect is the fact, that Szinnyei 
connects the Ugrian words with the same Samoyede forms that Paasonen had 
considered connected with the Finnic words. The existence of Finno-Ugrian 
cognate forms seems to prove that the initial of the Mongol word has always 
been a voiceless t-. 

Turkic t- ~ Manchu d- correspondences are substantiated by examples 
nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, and also by : 

(8) Common-Turkic tüb ‘root, foundation, ground’, e.g. Old-Turkic, 
Middle-Turkic tüb tüp, Altai-dialects tüp, etc. 

m~ Manchu dube ‘the end, the furthermost part of sg.’, Nana] dua. 

Hungarian has tő which, by tradition, is linked to some Finno-Ugrian 
forms including Finnish tyve-.6 On purely Finno-Ugrian grounds I have always 
found this etymology unconvincing. A more satisfactory solution could perhaps 
be found by taking into consideration the Altaic words. 


1 * Zur Lautgeschichte der altaischen Sprachen °, Keleti Szemle, xin, 1912, 1-37 (see p. 28). 

® ' La transcription du mandjou ', JA, coxxxvil, 2, 1949, 261-72 (see p. 265). 

* * A propos de l'écriture mandchoue ', Acta Orient. Hung., 11, 2-3, 1952, 235-301 (see p. 281). 

* H. Paasonen, ‘ Beiträge zur finnischugrisch-samojedischen Lautgeschichte ’, Keleti Szemle, 
xiu, 1912-13, 225-77 (see pp. 265-6). For the Lapp forms see Zsirai, Magyar Nyelv, xxın, 320. 

5 cf. J. Szinnyei, Magyar nyelvhasonlitás, Tth ed., Budapest, 1927, 142. I have already 
proposed this Ural-Altaic correspondence in ‘ Ouralo-altaique—indo-européen ', 7'oung Pao, 
XXXVII, 5, 1944, 226-44 (seo p. 236). 

® cf. Szinnyei, op. cit., 48. 
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(9) Common-Turkic tayan ‘to lean on, to support sg.’, e.g. Old-Turkic, 
Middle-Turkic tayan-, Khakas, Oirot, Nogay, tayan-, Osmanli dayan-, etc. 
~ Manchu dayabu- ‘idem’ 


I think that these nine examples (and it would be possible to adduce many 
more) show clearly, that for Turco-Mongol-Tunguz relations the rule of the 
Ausnahmslosigkeit der Lautgesetze, as currently applied, simply does not work. 
To make it look valid, it would be necessary to discard half the available 
evidence—a procedure that is not to my liking. 

If now we tıy to tabulate the correspondences of the initial dental stops, 
such as have been established by the foregoing examples, within the full range 
of the Altaic languages, we get the following picture : 


Turkic Mongol  Tunguz Examples 


t- t- t- 1 
t- d- d- 2 
t- d- t- ~ d- 3 
t- t- t- ~ d- 4 
t- t- d- 5 
— t- d- 6,7 
t- — d- 8, 9 


It seems to me beyond reasonable doubt, that the correspondences which 
substantiate this table can be explained only if we reckon with etymological 
doublets, ie. with several borrowings made between the same languages but 
at different epochs. Phenomena of that type are by no means particular to 
Altaic languages. English shirt-skirt, French chaise-chaire, camp-champ, ete., 
are similar examples of words having the same origin but appearing in different 
forms and with slightly differing meanings within the same language. In 
English or in French—much better documented than are Turkic or Mongol—we 
are lucky enough to be able to trace the history of most of such doublets. 

As far as the structure of their respective vocabularies go, English, in its 
contemporary state, can be compared with the Altaic languages. We know 
that English, even in its oldest known period, was the sum of several Germanic 
dialects. Later, it came again under the influence of various Germanic and 
Romance languages, and incorporated several sets of borrowings both from 
Latin and French. It is good to remember that English cow and beef can be 
traced back to a common form. In spite of the fact that virtually all the 
constitutive elements of English belong to Indo-European languages and that 
the material at our disposal for the study of each of these languages is incom- 
parably richer than is that we have for any of the Altaic languages, we are still 
far from having solved all the problems of the history of the English language. 

The study of Altaic languages reveals a situation extremely complex but 
not unusual when compared to French or English. Correspondences such as 
those shown in connexion with the initial é- can be explained only by counting 
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with several layers of borrowings, which presuppose contacts, both lasting and 
ancient. Set against a historical background, the fact in itself is not surprising. 
Altaic peoples are known to have lived always in close symbiosis, and in looking 
at the linguistic evidence, one is entitled at least to ask the following question : 
im the case of the Altaic languages, have we not to reckon with the possibility 
of a convergent development? If this were the case, Turkic, Mongol, and 
Tunguz languages, instead of being the divergent continuations of a common 
Altaic language, would, in their present state, reflect the last stages of a develop- 
ment towards Altaic. I think that the congruences which can be found in the 
vocabularies of the Altaic languages are due more to the constant interpenetra- 
tion of these languages than to a common origin. It is not impossible that some 
of the languages that exerted and received influences were in fact also genetically 
related, but the available evidence seems to show that such genetic relations 
cannot be established on the conventional pattern. Much of the recent con- 
troversy on the question of Altaic relationship is marred by the incomplete 
study not only of the available material but also of the relevant literature. 
The final conclusion could be reached only on the evidence of morphological 
studies covering the greater part of Altaic morpheme inventories. As for the 
comparative study of the vocabulary of the Altaic languages, it seems to show 
that an Altaic Ursprache is not only theoretical: it is also imaginary. 


Thus, the conclusion I have reached is in sharp contradiction not only with 
Poppe’s own conclusion, but also-with the very premisses which form the basis 
of his work. Does it mean then, that, with its final conclusion, I reject also the 
bulk of the book? Far from it. 

Poppe’s comparative phonology is a major work by any standard ; it is 
the only serious attempt to cover the whole of the phoneme-inventory of 
Altaic. Poppe’s matchless knowledge of the languages involved gives solid 
value to this book which will have to be reckoned with whenever and wherever 
an Altaic phonological question may need elucidation. 

My disagreement is not with Poppe, but with the premisses of his work. 
On rails that had been laid far back in the nineteenth century he went as far 
as anyone can go. It is not his fault that they have led him to a dead end. 
But even so—and quite apart from the immense value of the linguistic material 
assembled therein—an important theoretical conclusion can be drawn from 
this book. It seems to me that if a scholar of Poppe’s stature and knowledge 
fails to prove the theory of the genetic relationship of the Altaic languages, 
there must be something very wrong with that theory. I do hope that the 
forthcoming volume on morphology will not beg the question by taking for 
granted what it sets out to prove: the Altaic Ursprache. Let us ban, for a while, 
the theoretical, asterisked, hypothetical forms and consider only the linguistic 
facts, They are infinitely more revealing if left undisturbed by preconceived 
ideas. As far as I can see at present, they foreshadow a new interpretation of 
the undeniable but ill-defined relatedness of the Altaic languages. 
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Denis Sınor (BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA) 


TURKIC YER „GROUND, PLACE, EARTH“ ~ CHUVASH SER ~ 
HUNGARIAN SZER 


The attentive user of Sir Gerard Clauson’s marvellous An Etymological 
Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth Century Turkish will find on p.954, s.v. yé:r 
“basically ‘ground’ with a wide range of extended meanings” the some- 
what surprising statement that it appears as a Turkic loan word in Hun- 
garian, in the form szer. Reference is made to the entry yé:/ “wind” (p. 
916), which appears in Hungarian in the form szé/ (not sze/ as indicated). 
The reference to Hungarian is surprising since present-day Hungarian has 
no word szer meaning “ground, place, earth, etc.” and a similar etymology 
does not appear anywhere in the vast literature devoted to the study of 
Turkic loan words in Hungarian. The present note not only hopes to give 
a solid foundation to the etymology appearing in Sir Gerard’s work but it 
will also explain how it got into his masterpiece. 

The second point is easily answered. I presented this etymology at the 
10th meeting of the Permanent International Altaistic Conference held in 
Manchester, England in 1967. Sir Gerard found my etymology convincing, 
said so in public and, certain that I will publish it shortly, included it as a 
fait acquis into his Dictionary. This short explanation takes care of the 
second point raised but now, twenty years after I first proposed in public 
this etymology, I may as well justify it. 

The great Hungarian dictionary A magyar nyelv értelmezó szótára, lists 
no fewer than ten meanings for the word szer - none of them related to 
that of Turkic yer. Orszagh’s excellent major Hungarian-English diction- 
ary lists three widely differing meanings: “implement, appliance; remedy, 
drug, medicine; fittings (of a gymnasium) [meaning probably linked with 
“appliance” ]. In its third volume published in 1976, the great etymological 
dictionary of the Hungarian language ( TESz) devotes a long entry to szer 
and, tracing the word back to 1015, lists the following meanings: 1. “Ord- 
nung, Anordnung”, 2. “Teil der Feldmark eines Dorfes”, 3. “Art”, 4. 
“Weise, Verfahrungsart”, 5. “Chronologische Reihenfolge, Nacheinan- 
der”, 6. “Gruppe, Mannschaft, Gemeinschaft”, 7. “Reihe, Schicht”, 8. 
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“Maß, Mäfigkeit”, 9. “Rüstung, Mittel, Instrument”, etc., twenty meanings 
altogether, and I omit here many specialized expressions. In what may be 
considered an understatement, the 7ESz notes that in Hungarian szer 
“has become the basis of a rich family of words.” As for its origin, accord- 
ing to ZESz the word is an "ancestral inheritance from the Uralic period”, 
to be linked with words such as Vogul sir “modality, state, quality”, etc. 
The etymological dictionary of the Finno-Ugric elements of the Hungar- 
ian language (MSzFgrE) deals in over two pages with Ger and derives it 
from a Uralic *fers form, while wisely abstaining from attributing any 
meaning to it. Indeed, if a slight pun may be allowed, such an action 
would be meaningless. It stands to reason that Hungarian has several 
homonyms szer which may have, or perhaps ought, to be given several ety- 
mologies. 

Dezsö Pais 1962 attempted to disentangle the supposed interconnec- 
tions of all the words which he thought belonged to the szer family. The 
extremely rich documentation presented by him remains useful, but his 
linking of words of vastly differing meanings (examples have been given 
above) remain, to me, unconvincing. Also, according to him, the word is of 
Finno-Ugric origin. In fact the entries in TESz and MSzFgrE rely greatly 
on Pais’ work. But at present our concern is not with a// the Hungarian 
words szer but simply with the question whether one Hungarian szer may 
be connected with Turkic yer. To reach a positive decision we will have to 
show that 1/ at least one of the homonyms szer, is semantically compatible 
with the Turkic word, 2/ a Turkic y- ~ Hungarian s- correspondence is 
possible in the case of loan words. 

In the list of meanings for szer given in TESz we found “2.Teil der 
Feldmark eines Dorfes”. The MSzFgrE has "Teil des Dorfes; Hauserzeile; 
Gasse, Straße”; meanings of this type bring us somewhat closer to the 
Turkic word. Interestingly enough, building on his own as well as on pre- 
vious research, Pais showed (p.17-18) that an element -szer appears in a 
number of place names given in old Hungarian documents. (The numbers 
refer to the year to which the document refers.) Thus: 1254, Sceuleuscer; 
1317, Telukzer: 1357, Lenchezer; 1385, Almazeer; 1478, Dyozer, Cheresny- 
ezer. Some of the names clearly refer to orchards, for instance the first 
part of the last three names mean respectively “apple”, “walnut”, “cherry”. 
It is obvious that the second element (-zeer, -zer, standing for szer) stands 
for the place in which these fruits are grown. Unfortunately Pais, bogged 
down in the rich material for which he attempted to find a common ety- 
mology, speculated that szer probably reflected the production methods of 
the past when work on a given land was performed by a social group 
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called szer. There is no evidence in support of such a contrived explana- 
tion. 

It is certain that ın ıts earliest mentions szer (spelt zeru, scer) is a place 
name, referring, in Latin texts, to a villa. The most detailed, hence the 
most discussed, mention of the word appears in the Gesta Hungarorum 
written around 1200 by an anonymous notary of King Bela III of Hun- 
gary. In chapter 40 of this work, the Anonymus (as he ıs usually called), 
describes how, following his victory, the conqueror Arpad gathered his - 
followers in an assembly in which many important questions concerning 
the governance of Hungary were decided: 


... et in illo loco dux et sui nobiles ordinaverunt omnes consuetudina- 
rias leges regni et omnia iura eius, qualiter servirent duci et primati- 
bus suis vel qualiter iudicium facerent pro quolibet crimine commisso. 
Ibi etiam dux condonavit suis nobilibus secum venientibus diversa 
loca cum omnibus habitatoribus suis et locum illum, ubi hec omni 
fuerunt ordinata, Hungarii secundum suum idioma nominaverunt 
Scerii eo, quod ibi ordinatum fuit totum negotium regni. 
(Szentpétery, p. 83) 


In the language of the Anonymus quod may stand for "because", and 
the sentence is understood (e.g. in Pais’ generally accepted Hungarian 
translation) to mean that the name Sceri was given to the place because it 
was there that the affairs of the realm were settled. Thus Anonymus 
would have alluded here to the “Ordnung, Anordnung" meaning of szer. It 
is quite posssible that the learned author - inordinately fond of puns and 
of atrocious popular etymologies - did indeed think of this other meaning 
of szer when writing his work. No more credence should be attached to 
this etymology than to the many others with which his work is interlarded. 
What is certain is, that at the time when Anonymus wrote his work there 
existed a place called Szer. The further destinies of the place are traced by 
Györffy 1959. It is known that by 1233 there was a monastery at the site 
which was abandoned in the course of the 15th century but a settlement 
named Szer is often mentioned in later documents. Later, possibly because 
of the Turkish wars, the place was deserted and from 1630 - when the 
name first appears - to this day it has been known as Pusztaszer, i.e. the 
"deserted, abandoned, bare" Szer. 

The Hungarian word puszta - well known as a geographic technical 
term - is of Slavic origin. If, as I have surmised (but so far not yet proven), 
Hungarian szer is the same word as Turkic yer, than the exact equivalent 
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of Pusztaszer occurs in Karaim (dialect of Troki in Poland) for which 
Kowalski 1929, 245 recorded the word pustayer “pustynia, Wiiste”. 

Similar constructions, in which an adjective precedes and qualifies the 
following yer, are ubiquitous in Turkic. Thus, for example, the Codex 
Cumanicus (Grenbech 122) has tyn yer “Brachfeld”, the 14th century 
Arabic-Kipchak dictionary ad-Durrat al-mudi'a fi-lugat at-turkiya (Zajacz- 
kowski 1969) has taslu yer "terrain pierreux", and yazi yer "plaine, steppe 
désert", the latter compound appearing also in the Sino-Uighur dictionary 
of the Office of Translators under the Ming. Ligeti 1966, 286 renders it 
with "terre inculte”. Similar constructions abound in modern Turkic lan- 
guages, for example Azeri and Turkmen Pos yer, Bashkir taslandiq yer, 
Chuvash pus sér have the meaning of “pustos’”, Uzbek has dala yer “dac- 
naja mestnost’”, modern, literary Altai has én cer “pustyr’”. For Shor, Rad- 
loff Wb.1,165 gives ayilag cdr “einsamer Ort". Other examples could be 
cited, cf. e.g. Bang 1918,27. Expressions such as Old Turkic tay yir(i) 
„Bergland“ (TT.1,44) show that Common Turkic yer had, from early 
times on not only the meaning of “earth”, but also that of “land, region, 
place”. The Drevnetjurkskij slovar’ (p.257) gives four meanings for yer: “1. 
zemlja, 2. mesto, 3. zemlja, strana, 4. poverkhnost’, verkh”. The word 
appears, with appropriate phonetic changes, also in all modern Turkic lan- 
guages, e.g. Turkish, Azeri, Turkmen, Bashkir, Uzbek yer, Kirghiz, 
Kazakh, Karakalpak žer, Khakas, Koibal, Tuvin cer, Yakut sir, Chuvash 
sér. It would be superfluous to list all the known forms. 

In what has gone before I could show that in one of its meanings Hun- 
garian szer, is semantically identical with Common Turkic yer. We must 
now take the second step and show that the two words are connected, or 
to put it otherwise, that szer is a Turkic loan word in Hungarian. 

Ever since the publication of Zoltan Gombocz’ path-breaking Die bul- 
garisch-türkischen Lehnworter der ungarischen Sprache (= Gombocz 1912) it 
has been generally accepted that Turkic loan words in Hungarian show a 
three-fold correspondance of Common Turkic (CT) initial y-: Ø (zero), 
2. d- (gy in Hungarian orthography), 3. s- (sz in Hungarian orthography). 

The first of these correspondences rests on rather shaky grounds. Only 
two words, Hungarian író “buttermilk” and ír- “to write” would have 
belonged to this category. On this question, of no direct relevance to our 
present task, see Ligeti 1961, 30-32, and Sinor 1977, 322-328. The corre- 
spondence Turkic y- ~ Hungarian gy- rests on grounds more solid and 
appears in the majority of cases, e.g. gyékény “mat” < CT yiken, gyomor 
"stomach" < CT yumur, gyürü “ring” ~ CT yüzük, etc. It is with the third 
set of correspondence that we are here specifically concerned. 
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Established by Gombocz 1912, the CT y- ~ Hungarian sz- correspond- 
ence has preoccupied virtually everyone interested in the history of Hun- 
garian vocabulary in general and in the Turkic loan words of Hungarian 
in particular. In spite of repeated efforts to increase their number, e.g. by 
Pallö 1961, only three etymologies have stood up to critical scrutiny. 
These are Hungarian szőlő “grape” (< Chuvash Sirla, CT yilák “berry”), 
szűcs “furrier” (< Chuvash sevese, CT yict “tailor), szél “wind” (< Chuvash 
sil, CT yel). To these three we can now add a fourth etymology: Hungar- 
ian szer “ground, place, earth” < Chuvash ser (CT yer). 

A word should be said concerning the vowels of the Hungarian words. 
Although the Common Turkic forms show e in both cases (yel and yer), 
Chuvash has i in Zu “wind” and é in Sr "earth, land, soil”. It would then 
appear that Hungarian é renders Chuvash i, while the reduced Chuvash € 
becomes the shorter Hungarian e. According to Róna-Tas 1978,95 ser 
developed from yer through a form with i, a statement with no apparent 
justification. 

It is a generally accepted view that the Hungarian words szőlő, szücs, 
szél, to which we can now add szer, were taken from Chuvash, or an ear- 
lier Chuvash-type language which showed an s- for the CT initial y-. 
Whether in these, and in other cases CT y- continues a Proto Turkic y- or 
J- is a much debated question which cannot here be entered upon. Poppe 
1960, 141 suggested that the Hungarian words with gy- (e.g. gyékény, see 
above, category 2) may, in fact derive from Turkic forms with an initial y-. 
Ligeti 1961, 28 rejected this view because, he argued, the historical phonol- 
ogy of Hungarian excludes the possibility of a y- — gy- development. In 
his view the Hungarian words in gy- are reflexes of the medial stage of a 
y- > j- 7 f- development in Chuvash. 

To explain the three-fold representation of CT y- in Hungarian loan 
words one must surmise that they were borrowed either at different peri- 
ods or from different dialects of the same language. I am not aware of 
anyone suggesting a third, logical possibility, to wit that the borrowings 
took place at different periods from different languages. The matter is one 
of interest for the history of Chuvash, its development from Volga Bulgar- 
ian and, from this point of view, the testimony of the loan words in sz- is 
of the utmost importance. It is a generally accepted view that - because of 
historical (i.e. non-linguistic) considerations - these words must have 
entered Hungarian no later than the 9th century .! According to Róna-Tas 


1 Ligeti 1961,29 "l'initiale sz- [s-] dans les emprunts hongrois szél, sz#cs, etc. ne peut pas 
étre antérieure [my italics!] au IXe siécle" is surely a lapsus for "postérieure". 
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1976, 169-170 the Hungarian loan words in sz- prove the existence of 
Chuvash (or Volga Bulgar) 5- in the 9th century or before, while the exis- 
tence of j- is vouchsafed by the Volga Bulgarian inscriptions as late as the 
14th century. He thus postulates - using also other arguments - the simul- 
taneous existence of two pre-Chuvash (Volga Bulgar) dialects, one with 5-, 
the other with € This view had been expressed also by Ligeti 1961,29 and 
many other scholars dealing with the question. Scherner’s dating (1977, 
14) of the appearance of $- (< j-) to the 13th century is a small mistake in 
a fine book. The indication in Agyagasi 1982, 10 that the Hungarian sz- in 
the aforementioned words derives directly from /-, e.g. szél < jel-. is pro- 
bably the result of carelessness, as is the omission of the asterisk * in front 
of the hypothetical Old Bulgarian Srel form. She, however, asks an impor- 
tant question: is Chuvash “a continuation of the $ dialect evolved in Old 
Bulgarian and existing also in Middle Bulgarian, or have we to presume 
that this Middle Bulgarian dialect became extinct and Chuvash evolved 
independently of it from the Middle Bulgarian / dialect." She wisely 
abstains from giving an answer to this question, but she might have a point 
in accepting the idea that an initial s- existed before, and hence independ- 
ently of, the more recent development J- > $-. 

Sterbak 1970, 158-160 expressed the view that both Chuvash s- and CT 
y- may continue a Proto Turkic voiceless, dental spirant *8. In Sinor 1977, 
328-330, in a section entitled “Is Chuvash s- always secondary?”, I 
attempted to give a negative answer to this question, and attempted to 
show that, at least in a very few instances, the Chuvash §- seem to have the 
primacy over CT y-. It seems unlikely that the Turkic loan words with sz- 
of the Hungarian language should belong to the same, very old chrono- 
logical stratum as the examples I referred to in 1977. Nevertheless it may 
not have been superfluous to recall here this problem, linked to the princi- 
pal aim of this short article: the addition of one more CT y- ~ Hungarian 
sz- correspondence to the three already known. 
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TRANSCRIPTION DU MANDJOU 
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Dans le domaine altaique, l'étude des langues toungouzes 
avait été jusqu'ici la moins poussée. Ce fait s'explique, partiel- 
lement du moins, par la pauvreté des matériaux, mais il 
demeure étonnant dans le cas du mandjou qui fut parmi les 
premiéres langues altaiques à étre étudiées sérieusement. L'on 
peut dire que le xx' siécle n'a presque rien apporté de 
vraiment nouveau dans l'étude du mandjou. Cette marces- 
cence, pour regrettable qu'elle soit, s'explique cependant par 
la direction que les travaux ont prise dés leur début. On 
considérait l'étude du mandjou non pas comme un but en soi, 
mais uniquement comme un moyen facilitant la compréhension 
du chinois. Àu fur et à mesure que les sinologues se libéraient 
de la tutelle mandjoue, l'intérét pour cette langue allait dimi- 
nuant, pour arriver à une stagnation quasi-complete. 

Les altaisants qui se rendaient compte de la réelle impor- 
lance du mandjou, n'étaient pas à méme de pallier à la carence 
voulue des sinologues, la connaissance du chinois étant indis- 
pensable pour ces études. C'est ainsi que les róles se sont 
invertis, et c'est grâce à des savants formés par la sinologie 
que nous avons quelques bases, pouvant servir de point de 
départ à la renaissance des études mandjoues. Ce n'est pas 
diminuer leur mérite que de dire que leurs travaux ne répon- 
daient pas toujours aux questions susceptibles de se présenter 
devant un altaisant. 
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Nous pouvons affirmer qu'abstraction faite de grammaires 
purement descriptives et, ala rigueur, de dictionnaires, la lin- 
gu s ique mandjoue reste à faire. 

Dans ces conditions il ne sera peut-étre pas superflu de 
traiter d'une question, importante parmi toutes pour les 
recherches ultérieures, à savoir : celle de la transcription de 
l'écriture mandjoue. Je forme le souhait que l'andité du sujet 
ne fasse pas oublier son importance. 

Le but de ce petit travail étant essentiellement pratique, 
jai réduit à l'extrême les digressions qui, surtout sur le terrain 
phonétique, étaient souvent fort tentantes. Je nai abordé les 
questions phonétiques que dans la mesure oü ceci était indis- 
pensable pour la justification de la transcription proposée. 

Parmi les travaux européens modernes, il n'y en a à ma 
connaissance que deux qui puissent entrer en ligne de compte 
pour ce qui est des problémes relatifs à la transcription du 
mandjou : S. M. Satroxocororr, Reading and Transliteration 
of Manchu Lit. et surtout P. Scummwr, Chinesische Elemente 
ım Mandschu'), 

Parmi les travaux chinois, pour ne pas alourdir inutilement 
ce travail, je ne cite que les ouvrages suivants : le Manju 
gisun-t buleku bithe (abrév. MGBB.), le dictionnaire mandjou- 
chinois-mongol San ho pien lan (abrév. SHPL.) et la grammaire 
Tsing wen ki mong (abrév. TWKM.) dont l'édition faite par 
Wylie), pour méritoire qu'elle soit, ne répond plus tout à fait 
aux exigences modernes. 


* 
* e 


Dans le cas du mandjou on ne saurait envisager une trans- 
cription du type « phonétique ». Le but n'est pas de rendre la 
prononciation exacte du mandjou, que nous ne connaissons 


DI RO., X, 1934, p. 122-130. 
© AM., VIT, 193a, p. 573-638, et VIII, 1933, p. 233-270. 
9 Translation of the Tsing wa: Ee mung, a Chinese Grammar of the Man- 


chu Tartar Language, Shanghae 1855. 
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d'ailleurs qu'assez fragmentairement, mais de transcrire l'écriture 
mandjoue, mal commode & insérer dans nos travaux. Certaines 
écritures, telle l'arabe, se prêtent assez mal à des tentatives de 
ce genre : une transcription est toujours une interprétation , 
et pour les questions épineuses on est toujours obligé d'avoir 
recours à l'original. Tel n'est pas le eas, pour citer un exemple 
classique, avec l'écriture sanscrite. La transcription ou, plutôt, 
la translittération de celle-ci est quasi-automatique et. une fois 
faite, le texte qui se présente devant nos yeux est le reflet 
fidéle de l'original. 

Le cas est analogue pour le mandjou. Il est possible de rendre 
un texte mandjou dans des caractéres latins, complétés par 
quelques signes, sans qu'il subisse la moindre tentative d'inter- 
prétation. Il suffira simplement de choisir une transcription 
judicieuse permettant à quiconque en éprouvant le besoin de 
rétablir sans hésitation possible le texte tel qu'il se présenta 
dans l'écriture originale. 

Pour répondre à cette exigence, il faut que la transcription 
proposée satisfasse à certaines conditions : 


1° Hi faut que chaque lettre de la transcription corresponde 
toujours, et exclusivement , au même signe mandjou qui, lui, 
de-méme, doit être toujours représenté par le méme caractère . 


2° Ii faut que cette transcription reflète, au moins approxi- 
mativement, la prononciation conventionnelle du mandjou ; 


J^ Qu'elle soit conforme, dans la mesure du possible, aux 
transcriptions conventionnelles déjà existantes des langues 
turques et mongoles; 


4° Quelle soit simple et facile à imprimer. 


L'écriture mandjoue, dérivée de l'écriture mongole, es 
cependant syllabique, fait dont on n'a pas suffisamment tenu 
compte Jusqu'ici. 

Elle est formée de douze groupes de signes, dont le premier 
se compose de syllabes ouvertes : voyelle ou consonne + voyelle. 
Par exemple a ou ba. 
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Les onze groupes suivants ont comme base le premier 
groupe auquel s'ajoutent les sons : 2, r, n, ng, k, s, 1, p, o, Let 
m, énumérés dans l'ordre des classes. Une syllabe bat appar- 
tiendra donc à la 8° classe, ar à la 3° et ainsi de suite. 

Il ne nous faudra pas perdre de vue un seul instant ce fait, 
car pour répondre aux buts assignés plus hauts, nous serons 
obligés de trouver non pas une transhttération, mais, que l'on 
me permette ce néologisme, une transsyllabation adéquate. 

Nous modifierons donc le premier point des exigences 
énumérées plus haut en face d'une transcription correcte, de 
sorte que ce sont non pas les lettres, mais les syllabes de la 
transcription qui devront correspondre toujours et exclusive- 
ment aux syllabes de l'écriture mandjouc. 


Voyelles. 


Sur les six voyelles du mandjou, trois ne présentent pas de 
difficultés pour la transcription : JA As 0, VA WO) | 

La voyelle N s'écrit en liaison avec des consonnes comme le 
a, mais avec l'addition d'un point à la droite de la ligne d’éeri- 
ture. Ge point qui marque chez les consonnes la sonorisation, 
désigne apparemment chez les voyelles la palatalisation; nous 
devons donc transcrire : V4 e. Jes me, ele. Nous agissons ainsi 
conformément à l'usage établi en mongol où cette méme lettre 
est transerite e ou d, ainsi qu'à la transcription chinoise # du 
MGBB., mais nous- allons à l'encontre de la prononciation 
réelle, qui selon M. Schmidt, est un ö trés ouvert. 

kn ajoutant un point à /o nous attendrions une voyelle 
palatale, de préférence, un 6. Tel n'est pas le cas, e se lit et 
doit être transcrit : u. 

La question s'embrouille du fait que cet u se comporte 


() La connaissance pratique de l'écriture mandjoue est supposée acquise 
tout au long de ce travail. Pour des raisons indépendantes de notre volonté, 
l'écriture mandjoue doit se lire, dans cet article, horizontalement.et de droite 
a gauche. 
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comme une voyelle palatale. Ainsi elle s'attache aux formes 
palatales des consonnes, comme par exemple = tw. Ce qui. est 
encore plus surprenant, c'est que dans ce qui reste dans le 
mandjou de l'harmonie vocalique, le w joue toujours le rôle 
d'une voyelle palatale! Or les transcriptions chinoises, MGBB. 
RB. TWKM. Ei, sont bien là pour témoigner du con- 
traire. 

. Dansla transcription mandjoue des mots mongols du SHPL., 
le u joue un double rôle. Tantôt il sert à transerire des # mon- 
gols, comme dans ulus o pays», tabun «5 », usu «l'eau», tantôt 
il remplace, indifféremment, ó et à mongols. Par exemple : 


mongol törü transerit ` ru 
ne kümün zu kumun 
— öber — uber 
— köbegün = kubegun, etc. 


Dans les emprunts faits au mongol, le à devient réguliè- 
rement, mais pas exclusivement « en mandjou. Par exemple : 
sün «lait» :> mandjou' sun, tümen « 10.000 » > mandjou (umen , 
mais ` (rd «loi » > mandjou doro. 

Un problème particulièrement délicat est posé par la tran- 
scription de L La prononciation n'en est pas entièrement 
établie; selon M. Schmidt c'est un w ouvert. La différence gra- 
phique nous. oblige, fidéles au principe de la translittération, 
à chercher une lettre distincte de l'u pour la transcription de 
ce signe, dislinetiön que la légère différence dans la pronon- 
ciation ne rendrait pas autrement nécessaire. Nous adopterons 
ú, employé également par M. Schmidt. 

Dans l'alphabet mongol, le signe 324, désigne invariablement 
un à ou un ÿ. Ce n'est pas le cas dans le mandjou. 

Le MGBB. transcrit La, par az, et donne par conséquent à 
celle syllabe une valeur de o, puisque le caractére chinois qui 
le transerit a la même valeur phonétique que celui employé 
par le méme dictionnaire pour transerire lo : 55. Le TWKM. 
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emploie pour la transcription de ce signe : 2% , le même carac- 
tere y étant employé également pour o. Ce même ouvrage 
précise, que ax aussi bien que , se prononcent dans des 
mots polysyllabiques commme fif (phon. au), 

Le syllabaire du MGBB. ne donne pas de syllabes où Le soit 
précédé d'explosives dentales. Cependant une pareille syllabe 
n'est pas étrangère à la langue mandjoue et figure entre autres 
dans le syllabaire du TWKM. qui nous donne une syllabe 
tà, transcrite 5, tout comme ex. Il est intéressant à remar- 
quer que les autres classes ne connaissent pas de syllabes débu- 
tant par {à (par exemple "ti, “tir, etc.). 

Dans le corps même du MGBB. nous retrouvons la syllabe tå, 
inconnue, comme nous l'avons vu, dans le syllabaire du méme 
ouvrage. Il s'agit du verbe tå- «battre, frapper», où le se 
comporte comme une voyelle palatale, puisque la forme de 
l'aspect inaccompli de ce verbe y est écrite : „san. tire. La 
transcription chinoise emploie #8 5j ©, comme s'il s'agissait 
d'un simple v. 

Les transcriptions en écriture mandjoue des mots mongols 
du SPHL. permettent de faire une constatation assez curieuse : 
les u mongols précédés de g ou y ne sont pas transcrits comme 
on aurait pu s'y allendre par u, mais par d. Ainsi mongols 
yurban «3», buyudar «blé», dayun «voix, bruit», quréa 
«pointu », elc., se lrouvent transcrits respectivement gürban, 
bugidar, dagün, hürca. 

En résumé, nous pouvons dire que, selon toute probabilité, 
ü se prononce au début d’une syllabe comme o, ailleurs 
comme v, donc la transcription par d se justifie suffisamment, 


0) L'édition de Wylie peut induire en erreur ceux qui ne consultent pas 
l'original. Dans la traduction (p. 3-4), «The character a, in a polysyllabic 


word is pronounced as o in for; when hy itself, as o in go» et «The cha- 
racter Los in a polysyllabic word is prononced as o in long; when by itself, 
as v in low». Or selon l'original, la prononciation des deux voyelles est 
identique: ME F (E BESE AR S MAHER. _ 

DI Pour des raisons pratiques, j'intervertis l'ordre des caractères qui, 
dans l'original, se suivent de droite à gauche. 
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sans toutefois prétendre au rôle d'une notation autre que 
conventionnelle UI. 


Diphtongues. 


Pour des raisons purement graphiques, si les diphtongues 
dont la deuxième voyelle est (ar classe) sont suivies par une 
consonne, l'écriture mandjoue intercale un deuxième + dont 
notre système de transcription n'a pas à tenir compte. On tran- 
scrira donc poy sain, Pese dum, ete. 


Consonnes. 


Pour bien montrer les difficultés qui se dressent devant la 
translittération exacte d'une. écriture syllabique, nous allons 
aborder l'examen des consonnes par celui des occlusives 
dentales (), | 

Le point placé à droite de la ligne d'écriture et qui, comme 
nous l'avons vu, «palatalise» les voyelles, sert également à 
«sonoriser » les consonnes. Nous transcrirons donc : He fa et 
mo da. [ro fe eb Are de, 

L'on pourrait penser que l'écriture mandjoue distingue entre 
les explosives dentales antérieures ou postérieures. Abstraction 
faite des difficultés que l'on a à imaginer, du point de vue 
purement phonétique, cette distinction — qui d’ailleurs au 
dire de M. Schmidt 9) n'est pas perceptible dans la pronon- 
ciation — il n'est pas vraisemblable que la distinction gra- 


(0 Je signale à ce propos une curieuse constatation que j'ai faite, et dont 
l'explication m'échappe encore. Dans la transcription mandjoue des carac- 
téres chinois du MGBB., le u chinois est rendu par v mandjou. Par exemple : 
FL wou — 9A. BS pou =e, fF kou — 0). Or, après k, le u chinois est 
régulièrement rendu par ú mandjou, par exemple : fj how — \azas, fil 
houei = Angas, Hi houen = agas, etc. 

(9 Les définitions phonétiques données ne le-sont qu'à titre indicatif et 
n'ont pas la prétention de définir avec exactitude la prononciation mandjoue. 

6) Op. ett, p. 585. 
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phique, apparente, corresponde à une différence de pronon- 
ciation, On ne peut pas dire que le signe — soit vélaire et le 
signe x palatal, car on écrit jo H et ze tu. 

L'explieation de ce fait se trouve dans le caractère syllabique 
de l'écriture. Il est arbitraire de dissocier a ou — des voyelles 
suivantes; nous sommes en face d'entités graphiques, telles a 
to ou ex. tu. Dans ces conditions, il est inutile de distinguer 
dans la transcription entre deux sortes de ¢ ou de d. car en 
transcrivant ia, fe, to, tu, tů, ti, da, de, do, du, di. chacun 
pourra sans difficulté aucune rétablir la façon dont le mot est 
écrit en mandjou. 

La question devient plus delicate pour les occlusives pala- 
tales ct gutiurales que, d'habitude, nous distinguons dans la 
translittération des langues altaiques. Dans la transcription 
conventionnelle du turc et du mongol aucune dilliculté -ne 
surgit, puisque dans les mots à vocalisme palatal on emploie k 
et g, el dans ceux à vocalisme vélaire : g et y. Nous pourrions 
éventuellement utiliser łe même procédé dans le mandjou, 
mais que ferions-nous des syllabes telles que \ax ou (ax, el 
encore plus avec œ ou e. 

Pour les premières nous pourrions encore écrire qù et yit. 
mais pour les dernières nous devrions écrire ku et gu, solu- 
tion choquante pour les yeux d’un altaisant. Cependant, vu 
Je curicux comportement «palatal» de «, ıl nous est difficile 
d’en proposer une autre, sans outrepasser et les principes de 
la translittération et les régles de la phonétique. Nous devrions 
donc opter pour une transcription : qa. ya, qo. yo. qu. yú; 
ke. ge, kw. gu. ki, m. 

Je pense que nous pouvons envisager une solution plus 
simple. Je propose de ne tenir comple que de l'antagonisme 
sourd/sonore, et transcrire indifféremment : ka, ko, hit, ku, ke, 
ki. ainsi que ga. go. gi. gu. ge. gi. Cette solution allie la 
simplicité, à la fidélité au caractère syllabique de l'écriture 
mandjoue. Une distinction. entre 4 et k ne serait basée que 
sur labstraction gratuite des caracères- mongols à l'intérieur 
d'une syllabe mandjoue. 
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La transcription de 6 et p comme par exemple dans les 
syllabes Co ba et Go pa ne pose pas de problèmes. 

Le mandjou connait deux sifflantes denti-labiales, une 
sonore et une sourde. La premiére ne se reneontre que 
devant a ou e. Nous avons là un exemple frappant du danger 
que représente la dissociation en lettres des syllabes man- 


joues. Nous avons va et Ave, ^A fa et Ad ‚fe, mais les 
syllabes fi, fo, fu, ën écrites, contrairement a ce que l'on 
pourrait attendre : yA, od, e3, Len, 

Si on persistait à considérer l'écriture mandjoue comme 
alphabétique, on devrait transcrire vi, vo, vu, vá, en préci- 
sant, que le v devant 2, o, u, à se « prononce» f, ce qui serait 
une ineptie sans pareille. Il ne nous reste qu'à transcrire les 
syllabes, ce qui donnera : fa, fe, fi, fo, fu, få, va, ve. 

Pour la transcription des sifflantes sourdes alvéolaires et 

ostalvéolaires, on pourra utiliser, comme dans la transcrip- 
tion des autres langues altaiques : s et $, par exemple. EL 
et $a. 

Selon le TWKM., si la syllabe s? yy se trouve au milieu ou 
à la fin d'un mot, elle se prononce d $$. La lecture du MGBB. 
paraît infirmer cette these. La syllabe s s'y trouve transcrite 
dans toutes les positions, comme par exemple dans les mots 
sibimbi, abst ou fusimbi, par W ff. H est cependant vraisem- 
blable que les rédacteurs du MGBB. opéraient leurs transcrip- 
tions par substitutions mécaniques sans tenir compte de la 
prononciation réelle. De cette facon s se trouvant transcrit 
dans le syllabaire par PẸ ft, ils utilisaient ces caractères 
chaque fois qu'il fallait transcrire Gy si, et ceci indépendam- 
ment de la position dans laquelle se trouvait cette syllabe. 
D'autres faits tendraient à montrer qu Gy se prononce i. 
Nous savons qu'en mongol la lettre s devant ! se prononce d. 
Le SHPL. transcrit couramment la syllabe mongole pronencée 
st par Va 8, et ceti même en position initiale, par exemple 
dans la transcription du mot mongol sıbayun «oiseau». Au- 
cune considération orthographique ne peut intervenir dans 
cette occurrence, puisque le syllabaire mandjou connait un 
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VU Si, transcrit par le MGBB. Jg fr, et par le TWKM. së 

Selon M. Schmidt la syllabe Yẹ & ne se rencontre que dans 
des mots d'emprunt. A l'en croire, la syllabe est prononcée 
tantôt s? et tantôt s, Il n'est pas de notre ressort d'éclaircir ici 
méme cette question, de laquelle nous ne dégagerons que la 
conclusion, que la meilleure transcription à envisager est Yy 
si et 4 31. Nous l'adopterons sous la réserve que la pronon- 
ciation de sı n'est pas encore définitivement établie. 

La transcription de la sifflante sonore prépalatale ne pre- 
sente pas de difficulté; nous utiliserons, conformément à 
l'usage adopté dans les antres langues altaiques, y, comme 
par exemple : ^x ya. 

Les syllabes à sifflantes laryugales ne diffèrent de celles à 
occlusives que par l'addition d'un petit signe circulaire, que 
nous pouvons considérer comme celui de la spirantisation. Nous 
écrirons donc, tout simplement: a ha, gx ho, (gu hi, 
9 hu, Ly he et py hi. 

Nous rencontrons en mandjou quatre affriquées : alveo- 
laires et postalvéolaires, sourdes et sonores. Leur transcrip- 
tion présente quelques difficultés graphiques. L'affriquée post- 
alvéolaire sourde est très répandue dans les langues altaiques, 
elle s'y trouve transcrite : č Sa correspondante sonore existe 
en mongol, où on la transcrit par j. Les deux affriquées 
alvéolaires devront être transcrites, pour demeurer dans le 
même système : c et j. Aucun fait ne milite contre c, mais il 
est à craindre que le j ne soit pris par des personnes non 
averties pour un y. En effet, par exemple dans la turcologie, 
ce ne sont que les travaux de Bang et Gabain qui ont vulga- 
risé la transcription de la sifflante sonore par un y et non 
par un j. 

Pour éviter toute confusion on pourrait songer à une 
transcription par dz, mais alors, pour ne pas avoir un 
système aussi incohérent que «é, c, j, de» on devrait géné- 
raliser la transcription par deux caractères des affriquées , 
soit : ts, ts, dé, dz. Cette solution présenterait des avantages 
certains, notamment qu'elle serait compréhensible même 
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pour les non-altaisants. Elle préte cependant 4 de nom- 
breuses objections. La plns importante est peut-être 
l'abandon du principe «translitteration», en employant deux 
lettres pour un signe mandjou; elle risque également de 
donner la fausse impression d'une transcription phonétique. 
Finalement clle détone des autres transcriptions convention- 
nelles des langues altaiques. Pour Jes affriquées sonores on 
pourrait employer g et 3, facilement compréhensibles par 
tous et souvent utilisés dans la transcription des langues 
altaiques. Inconvénients : différence avec la transcription 
mongole, et, éventuellement, difficultés typographiques. 
Nous adopterons cependant, malgré ces légers défauts, la 
série : č, €, d, g, telle qu'elle est représentée par exemple 
dans les syllabes px ča, x et, „2 ga, et La gi, tout en n'ex- 
cluant pas définitivement, au cas où des difficultés typogra- 
phiques ou autres se dresseraient devant cette transcription, 
d'employer j pour g, et / pour à. 

La transcription des nasales et des liquides ne pose pas 
de problèmes : m, n, r, l, comme par exemple dans les syl- 


labes : [dy ma, Ana, p la et ^ ra. 
SIGNES SPÉCIAUX. 


L'écriture mandjoue connaît un certain nombre de signes 
conçus spécialement pour la transcription des mots chinois. 
Leur rôle ressemble à celui de alphabet ghalik en mongol. 

Nous transcrirons x, Ux, X» 6X, 0X, ox, par ka, ga. 
ka, Ko, g'o, h'o, où le rôle du signe «'» est uniquement de 
signaler le caractère spécial de la syllabe. Je propose cette 
solution faute de mieux et parce qu'une solution plus adé- 
quate ne pourrait étre trouvée, à mon avis, que si l'on adop- 
tait une transcription plus compliquée des explosives palatales 
et gutturales. 

La transcription des syllabes à affriquées ne présente’ pas 
de difficulté. Etant donné que, comme nous l'avons vu, c et 
g ne figurent qu'avant 1, l'on pourra transcrire py ca, py ce, 
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zt 95 rdi. et Ay da, py de; xc dts zi JO, ex du 
(ou : ja, je, Ji, Jo, ju). 

Nous venons d'introduire dons notre transcription un 
nouvel élément vocalique, celui du ? vélaire. Nous en avons 
accepté la notation usuelle dans la transcription du ture 
ancien. Ce : figure également dans la syllabe pay Si. 

Les syllabes Ye et Là pourront être transeriles sans 
crainte de confusion par & et gz; nous avons vu que le man- 
djou proprement dit ne connaît que c: et Zt. 

Pour les chuintantes sonores des syllabes comme ^ ete., 
nous adopterons sans hésitation la transcription č, et écrt- 
rons done : Za, Ze, ete. 


CONSONNES PALATALISEES. 


Le mandjou connaît des consonnes palatisées. L'écriture 
mandjoue les signale par l'adjonetion d'un 2. Entre ces 
syllabes et les voyelles qui les suivent, on intercale presque 
toujours un y, c'est-à-dire qu'une syllabe prononcée na sera 
écrite par deux syllabes : n? + ya. Je ne vois pas de raison 
pour abroger dans ce cas particulier la règle de la translit- 
tération, et j'estime qu'il faut maintenir la transcription de 
Gabaleniz, par exemple myalma pour Ai» méme SI 
M. Schmidt la qualifie de «besonders mangelhaft ». Car en 
adoptant la transcription malma (n'alma) proposée par 
M. Schmidt, comment rendre les formes écrites comme 

& que nous transcrirons mohan, mais que la tran- 
ser iption de M. Schmidt risque de faire confondre avec des 
mots du type giax niyo. 

Il va de soi que si la syllabe consonne + + est suivie d'une 
autre consonne, soit qu'elle termine cette méme syllabe (par 
ex. nıklon), soit qu'elle se trouve au début d'une autre (par 
ex. ximaha), elle doit être lue telle qu'elle est écrite, et non 
palatalisée, deux consonnes consécutives dans la méme syl- 
labe n'existant pas en mandjou. Le mot #alma sera donc écrit 
nıyalma, mais mmaha sera prononcé avec un n non palatalıse. 
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LE VERBE MANDJOU 


Les travaux sur la grammaire mandjoue se trouvent 
actuellement à l’état embryonnaire et les descriptions fournies 
par les quelques grammaires européennes!, loin d’aider à 
l'éclaircissement des particularités réelles de la langue, contri- 
buent à maintenir des idées erronées. Il nesera donc pas 
superflu de tracer, dans les grandes lignes, les caractéristiques 
du systéme verbal mandjou, telles qu'elles se dégagent 


de l'étude de la langue littéraire. 


Dans le mandjou, comme dans toutes les langues altaiques, 
la racine verbale nue joue le róle de la 2? personne du singulier 
de l’imperatif. Elle constitue donc un mot autonome qui, 
selon l'emploi qui lui est assigné dans la phrase, sera élargi 
par différents formatifs, mais demeurera invariable. 

Par sa forme, la racine verbale ne se distingue pas de la 
racine nominale, et les racines verbo-nominales sont parti- 
culiérement nombreuses. Par exemple : duri «berceau » ou 
«berce!», falu «plein» ou «remplis ! », sulfa «calme» ou 
«sois calme ! », sakda «vieillard, vieux » ou « vieillis ! ». Les 
racines verbo-nominales peuvent étre élargies par des suffixes 
désinentiels nominaux ou verbaux : sakda-be «le vieillard 


1, Les principales grammaires mandjoues sont : I. Zakharov, Grammalika 
manéZurskogo jazyka, Saint-Pétersbourg, 1879, H. C. Gabelentz, Éléments 
de la grammaire mandchoue, Altenburg, 1832, A. Wylie, Translation of the 
Ts'ing Wan K'e Mung, a Chinese Grammar of ihe Manchu Tariar Language, 
Shanghai, 1855, C. de Harlez, Manuel de la langue mandchoue, Paris, 1884, 
P. G. von Möllendorf, A Manchu Grammar, Shanghai, 1892, H. Peeters, 
Manjurische Grammalik, Monumenta Serica, V, 1940, pp. 349-418. 

Aucune d'elles ne répond aux exigences de la linguistique moderne. 
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(acc.) », sakdambi! « vieillir ». Elles peuvent également servir 
de base a des suffixes de derivation des deux espéces : sakdaki 
«vieux», sakdanu- «traiter de vieillard ». I} résulte de ce 
qui vient d'étre dit qu'il est souvent difficile, sinon impossible, 
de savoir si tel nom ou verbe est dérivé d'un nom ou d'un 
verbe : sakdanu- pourrait étre aussi bien un verbe dénominal 
qu'un verbe déverbal. 

La question se complique encore du fait que nombre de 
suffixes de dérivation peuvent se joindre aussi bien à des 
racines nominales qu'à des racines verbales. Soit le suffixe 
de dérivation -shiin. En emploi dénominal : golmin «long », 
golmishün «un peu long »; en emploi déverbal : somi- «ca- 
cher », somishün «caché ». Mais quand nous sommes en pré- 
sence d'une racine verbo-nominale, telle yamji «soir» ou 
«le soir tombe », comment interpréter —- à moins qu'on en 
connaisse le sens — un mot comme yamjıshün «du soir, 
vers le soir»? Est-ce un nom déverbal ou denominal ? 
Pour citer un autre cas, le suffixe de dérivation formant des 
«nomina actoris » -si peut se joindre aussi bien à des racines 
nominales que verbales ` butha « pêche », buthasi « pêcheur » ; 
uéule- «chanter », uéulesi «chanteur ». Un exemple plus frap- 
pant encore nous est fourni par le suffixe désinentiel du 
terminatif ` yamjitala «jusqu'au soir», mais aussi buéetele 
« jusqu'à ce qu'on meure = jusqu'à la mort », du verbe buée- 
« mourir ». 

Nous avons vu plus haut qu'apparemment rien ne distingue 
par exemple jalu «plein» de jalu- «remplir». Je pense 
cependant que cette identité n'est qu'apparente : jalu-, 
verbal, ne signifie pas « remplir », mais « remplis ! » et l'adjonc- 
tion d'un trait à cette forme est un acte arbitraire de notre 
esprit qui tente d'appliquer au mandjou nos propres concep- 
tions grammaticales. Pour un Mandjou, jalu, sauf indication 
contraire découlant du contexte, est toujours nominal. Les 
grammaires et dictionnaires mandjous donnent les verbes 
toujours nantis d'un suffixe -mbi ; nous y trouverons jalu 
«plein » et falumbi «remplir ». 


l. H apparaitra dans la suite de cette étude qu'il est quasiment impossible 
de donner en francais une traduction exacte des formes verbales mandjoues. 
Il importera surtout de se rappeler que. les formes étant impersonnelles, leurs 
iraductions francaises donneront des précisions que l'original ne connait pas, 
et qui, en l'absence d'un contexte qui puisse nous guider, seront forcément 
inexactes. 
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x + 


Examinons maintenant le rôle et le caractère de ce suffixe 
-mbi. 

Les grammairiens européens le considérent comme le 
suffixe de l’indicatif présent ou futur. Or, une étude détaillée 
de cette forme permet d’affirmer qu'elle ne situe pas dans 
le temps le procés exprimé par le verbe. Unc des raisons de 
la confusion qui régne au sujet de la définition exacte de cette 
forme est, à mon avis, que, quoique le sujet parlant ne situe 
pas dans le temps l'action qu'il énonce. il est loisible à son 
interlocuteur de pallier à ce manque. On peut traduire, ou 
comprendre éventuellement, une forme en -mbi par le présent 
ou le futur, pour la bonne raison qu'elle ne correspond ni 
à l'un ni à l'autre exclusivement. On peut dire que la forme 
en -mbi énonce un procés, en général, sans y apporter aucune 
précision. 

L'étymologie de ce suffixe rendra ce fait encore plus compré- 
hensible. Il s'agit — en principe — de l'adjonction du verbe 
« être » bi- à un nom quelconque. Si l'on prend en considération 
d'une part le fait que la grande majorité des mots mandjous 
se terminent par une voyelle à laquelle on peut toujours 
ajouter, sans en changer le sens. un -n dit paragogique, 
d'autre part la possibilité d'une assimilation nb mb, on peut 
aisément expliquer les formes verbales en -mbi. Ce procédé 
apparait trés clairement dans des cas tels bayan «riche» : 
bayambi «étre riche», edun «vent»: edumbi «venter. le 
vent souffle ». 

A la lumière de ces faits on comprend mieux le vrai caractère 
des racines que nous avons appelées verbo-nominales ` yamjı 
«soir» est une racine nominale, c'est-à-dire un nom, qui 
ne devient verbe que lorsque l’on y joint l'idée d’ «être ». 
Le suffixe -mbi est donc, par excellence, la forme verbale 
par opposition aux formes nominales. C'est elle qui exprime 
l’idée verbale sous sa forme la plus pure : elle énonce simple- 
ment le procés. Je serais tenté de l'identifier. sous ce rapport, 
avec linfinitif. Les dictionnaires mandjou-mongol mettent 
en face des formes en -mbi mandjoues l'infinitif mongol. 
Seulement l'infinitif est considéré dans nos langues comme 
une forme nominale par opposition aux formes personnelles. 
distinction qui perd — comme nous allons le voir — toute 
sa valeur en mandjou. 

Les formes en -mbi ne situent pas dans le temps le proces ; 
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ajoutons qu'elles ne précisent pas non plus l'état du procès 
au moment de son énoncé. Gependant, dans ce domaine, 
l'imprécision est plutôt apparente que réelle. En effet, tout 
procés peut étre envisagé soit comme accompli, soit comme 
inaccompli, les procès «restant à accomplir» appartenant 
forcément à cette deuxiéme catégorie. Or, le fait de ne pas 
préciser le caractére accompli du procés sous-entend une 
indication contraire, celle du non-accomplissement du procés 
au moment de son énoncé. Il me semble que si nous employons 
le terme «aspect » pour désigner l'état du procès envisagé 
subjectivement par le sujet parlant, nous ne péchons ni 
contre la terminologie traditionnelle ni contre la grammaire 
mandjoue en désignant les formes en -mbi comme présentant 
un «aspect neutre ». 


Envisageons maintenant les autres formes que peut prendre 
le verbe mandjou. 

Examinons en premier lieu la forme caractérisée par les 
désinences -ha (-ka, -he, -ke, he, -ko), que l'on appelle couram- 
ment le passé, et que l'on classe parmi les formes personnelles 
du verbe. La réalité cependant est tout à fait différente. 

Tout d'abord nous constaterons que les formes en -ha 
sont nominales, et plus particuliérement adjectives : elles 
attribuent une action à un concept qu'elles déterminent de 
ce fait. Précisons que l'action déterminante se trouve déjà 
accomphe au moment de son énoncé : foloho bithe! «un 
livre imprimé », henduhe gisun «un mot dit». Des construc- 
tions turques de ce type sont désignées par M. Deny sous le 
nom de participes quasi-passifs, parce que ces participes 
expriment une action passive sans recevoir pour cela le 
modificateur de la voix passive. 

Le caractére nominal de cette forme ressort sans ambiguité 
du fait qu'elle peut recevoir les désinences casuelles de la 
déclinaison. 

La forme en -ha exprime un état résultant d'un procés 
accompli. Get état peut qualifier un concept qui devient 


l. Nous avons groupé dans une liste alphabétique, placée à la fin de ce travail, 
les mots et formatifs mandjous non-expliqués autrement. Nous espérons 
éviter ainsi à nos lecteurs la difficulté que nous avons éprouvée nous-mémes 
chaque fois que nous étions en présence de phrases rédigées dans une langue 
inconnue pour nous. 
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le complément direct de l’action énoncée (comme dans le cas 
de foloho bithe) ; dans ce cas la forme en -ha joue le réle d’un 
adjectif qualificatif. Mais elle peut également servir d’adjectif 
attributif et, comme tel, servir de prédicat a une phrase : 
wen-be Sanggabuha «il a parachevé la doctrine». C’est ce 
dernier emploi qui a pu donner le change aux grammairiens 
quant au véritable caractére de la forme en -ha. En emploi 
prédicatif elle désigne toujours une action terminée, aussi 
proposerai-je de la nommer la forme de « l'aspect accompli ». 

La place qu’occupe dans une phrase mandjoue la forme 
de l'aspect accompli ne laisse aucun doute quant à son 
emploi. La grande Joi des langues altaiques : «le déterminant 
precede le déterminé » régit également la syntaxe mandjoue. 
Par conséquent, ainsi qu'il résulte des exemples cités, l'aspect 
accompli employé comme adjectif précéde le mot qualifié 
tandis que, employé comme prédicat, il se trouve à la fin 
de la proposition. 

La forme de l'aspect accompli peut étre élargie par le 
verbe « être » bi ; le suffixe ainsi obtenu : -habi sert à construire 
une forme que l'on pourrait éventuellement désigner comme 
un présent du perfectum. Elle indique l'existence, dans le 
présent, d'un résultat d'un procés accompli dans le passé. 
La forme en -habi nous aide à mieux comprendre la forme 
en -mbi, et nous apporte un témoignage supplémentaire sur 
le caractère nominal de la forme en -ha. Tout comme l'adjonc- 
tion du verbe « étre » bi « verbalise » un nom en y adjoignant 
le concept «procès». la forme en -ha, nominale, devient 
verbale par le méme procédé. Les phrases dont le prédicat 
est une forme en -habi doivent donc étre considérées comme 
verbales. D'autre part, cette forme est toujours utilisée 
prédicativement. 

L'aspect «inaccompli » du verbe mandjou est formé moyen- 
nant le suffixe -ra (-re. -ro). Dans les grammaires européennes. 
cette forme est, en général, désignée comme celle du futur. 
En réalité, là encore. nous sommes en présence d'une forme 
adjective qui, à l'instar de la forme en -ha, détermine un 
concept en lui attribuant une action. Seulement cette action 
déterminante est encore en cours au moment de son énoncé : 
tarire than «un bœuf labourant, un bœuf qui laboure, un 
bœuf de labour a, yabure niyalma «un voyageur ». 

Dans ces constructions la forme verbale est censée être 
dans la voix active et le nom déterminé esl le sujet logique du 
verbe. Quelquefois cependant ces formes peuvent encore 
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exprimer une action passive — tout en demeurant morpho- 
logiquement dans la voix active — dont le nom déterminé 
est le régime logique : jetere orho « une herbe que l’on mange ». 

Employées seules, les formes de l'aspect inaccompli 
prennent la signification d’infinitifs. Elles rejoignent dans cet 
emploi la forme en -mbi de l’aspect neutre. 

Tout comme les formes de l'aspect accompli, celles de 
l'aspect inaccompli peuvent servir de prédicats dans une 
phrase nominale : bi sinde tacibure «je te l'apprendrai ». 
L'aspect inaccompli. employé comme prédicat, est placé à 
la fin de la proposition. 

Les formes en -ra sont également déclinables : hafan 
ojoro-be buyembi «il désire étre fonctionnaire », mot-à-mot : 
«fonctionnaire être (acc. !) désire ». 

Le mandjou connait plusieurs adverbes verbaux, utilisés 
principalement comme prédicats de propositions subor- 
données. 

Le suffixe -pi, d'emploi assez rare, est celui de l'aspect 
neutre. Employé dans la proposition subordonnée il ne donne 
aucune précision quant A l'état du procés par rapport à celui 
de la proposition principale. 

La forme en -fi, que nous désignerons comme «aspect 
accompli », indique que le procés énoncé dans la proposition 
subordonnée était accompli au moment oü le procés de la 
proposition principale eut lieu : tanggü aniya ifi teni urihe 
«ayant atteint les cent ans, il mourut ». 

Enfin le suffixe -me, celui de « l'aspect accompli » est utilisé 
pour exprimer soit la simultanéité des procès exprimés dans 
les propositions subordonnée et principale, soit la continuité 
du procés de celle-ci. 


Le verbe mandjou dispose de moyens pour indiquer 
l'attitude du sujet parlant en face du procès verbal. Toutes 
les formes énumérées jusqu'ici servent simplement à enoncer 
le procès : elles sont à lindicatif. (Signalons à ce propos 
que les noms prédicats de phrases nominales, sont toujours 
censés être à l'indicatif). 

Nous avons dit plus haut, que la raciné verbale nue sert 
d'impératif. 

Outre l'indicatif. et l'impératif, le mandjou connait trois 
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autres modes. Ils ne comportent aucune indication quant 
au temps ou à l’aspect de l’action énoncée. 


Le concessif, dont le suffixe est -cibe, est employé comme 
prédicat des propositions subordonnées principalement dans 
des cas où le contenu de la proposition principale — dont 
le prédicat est à l’indicatif — est, à l’avis du sujet parlant, 
en contradiction logique avec celui de la proposition subor- 
donnée : ume ebsere secibe, geren irgen juset adali jihe « quoi- 
qu’il ait dit de ne pas se dépécher, le peuple vint, tel des 
enfants ». 


Le conditionnel est marqué par le suffixe -cı. 

Les phrases exprimant une condition comportent deux 
propositions dont la premiére énonce la condition et la seconde 
en contient la conséquence. Contrairement a ce qui se passe 
en francais, c’est toujours le verbe de la proposition subor- 
donnée qui se met au conditionnel : niyalma-de tusa araci, 
beye-de tusa ombi «si on procure du profit aux hommes, on 
profite soi-méme ». 


L’optatif, qui sert à exprimer le désir du sujet parlant 
de voir s’accomplir le procès énoncé, a pour suffixes -ki et 
-kini. Il s’emploie comme prédicat de la proposition principale : 
ejen-i doro-be akümbuki «je désire accomplir les devoirs de 
l’empereur ». 

Il est assez difficile d’établir avec exactitude les regles 
qui président à l’emploi respectif de -ki et de -kini. Il semble 
cependant que le premier soit employé pour la 17e, et -kini 
pour les 2° et 3° personnes, singulier ou pluriel. Je ne pense 
pas que, malgré les apparences, nous soyons en face d'une 
vraie distinction de personne. Que le sujet parlant désire 
personnellement accomplir une action ou qu'il veuille la 
voir accomplir par autrui, il y a là plus qu'une simple distinc- 
tion de «personnes » Dans le premier cas l'optatif a une 
nuance de futur : «je désire accomplir » = «je vais accom- 
plir », tandis que dans le second 1l s'apparente à l'impératif : 
«je désire que tu accomplisses » — «accomplis!». — Le 
probléme mériterait une étude détaillée que nous ne saurions 
entreprendre ici. 


* 
+ a 


Le verbe mandjou ne connait pas les formes personnelles 
et ne distingue pas non plus entre singulier et pluriel. Il 
ne faut pas se laisser méprendre à l'emploi occasionnel des 
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pronoms personnels. Tout d’abord celui-ci est limité aux 
ire et Ze personnes, et deuxiémement les pronoms personnels 
ainsi employés sont les véritables sujets des propositions à 
verbes actifs, Ils ne correspondent pas aux «je» et «tu», 
mais aux «moi et «toi» du frangais : bi tacimbi ne signifie 
pas «j'apprends », mais ` «moi, j'apprends », ou pour mieux 
dire encore : « moi, apprend ». 

Pour la 3* personne, aucun pronom n'est employé, mais 
nous devons insister sur le fait que cette absence ne saurait 
étre considérée comme un formatif zéro de la 3° personne ; 
elle indique simplement que le sujet de la phrase est la 
3e personne. 


La racine verbale peut étre élargie par des suffixes de déri- 
vation. Leur étude ne reléve pas dela morphologie proprement 
dite, mais forme un chapitre à part que nous appelons, faute 
de mieux, « traité de dérivation », mais pour lequel l'allemand 
a une désignation plus adéquate, il me semble, celle de 
« Wortbildungslehre ». Son importance, pour l'étude théorique 
ou pratique des langues altaiques, est considérable. Un de 
ses chapitres, à savoir celui des « verbes déverbaux », nous 
intéresse plus directement ici. 

Ces suffixes de dérivation peuvent indiquer le róle que 
le sujet joue par rapport au procés énoncé. Les formes ainsi 
obtenues correspondent à peu prés aux «voix» des langues 
indo-européennes, mais leur nombre est beaucoup plus consi- 
dérable. Par exemple : taci- «apprendre», tacibu- «faire 
apprendre, enseigner » ` efule- «anéantir », efuleje- « s'anéan- 
tir»; où les suffixes -bu et -je forment respectivement des 
verbes factitifs ou réfléchis. 

Mais les modifications peuvent porter sur le caractère même 
du proces. Ainsi, par exemple, on peut former, moyennant 
le suffixe -ta, qui est celui des noms de nombres distributifs, 
des verbes itératifs. En général, on peut constater que les 
suffixes de dérivation verbales perdent progressivement leurs 
valeurs spécifiques et il est quelquefois trés difficile, sinon 
impossible, d’établir leurs emplois primitifs. 

Signalons enfin l’existence de suffixes de dérivation ajoutant 
à l’idée exprimée par la racine verbale, celle d'un autre 
procès : omi- «boire», omina- caller boire ». 

La racine verbale élargie par des suffixes de dérivation, 
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ensemble que nous appelons « base », se comporte, de tous 
points de vue, comme une racine nue. 


* 
y = 


Essayons de dégager certaines conclusions de l’esquisse 
donnée ci-dessus. Il nous semble, en premier lieu, que le 
mandjou ne posséde pas de «verbes» à proprement parler. 

Toutes les formes énumérées, à l'exception de celles en 
-bi, ont été reconnues comme nominales. Nous avons égale- 
ment vu que ce suffixe n'est autre chose que le verbe « étre ». 

Le mandjou primitif, c'est-à-dire la langue toungouze dont 
il descendait, ne connaissait sans doute que des noms. Le 
fait, ainsi que nous l'avons montré plus haut, que les mémes 
suffixes désinentiels ct de dérivation peuvent s'ajouter 
tantôt à des racines nominales tantôt à des racines dites 
verbales, nous montre également que ces derniéres ne différent 
pas des.premiéres. Quand il s'agissait de former un verbe 
on procédait en ajoutant le verbe «étre» au nom dont le 
sens füt le plus proche du procés qu'on eüt désiré exprimer. 
Les mots ainsi obtenus ont un caractére verbal, mais ne 
donnent aucun renseignement quant aux circonstances (temps, 
modes, aspects. personnes, etc.) du procés énoncé. 

Le mandjou a été soumis à une influence mongole trés 
forte et a emprunté des racines purement verbales, dont il 
n'a cependant pas réalisé le vrai caractére, mais qu'il consi- 
dérait comme nominales. Ainsi le verbe mongol yabu-qu 
«marcher » est devenu en mandjou yabu -- mbi Syabu +n 4- bi, 
où le n est un suffixe de dérivation mandjou-mongol servant 
à la formation d'adverbes deverbaux ; yabumbi signifiait 
donc,.originairement : « marchant être ». 

Les formes adjectives et adverbiales énumérées plus haut 
n'ont, à mon avis, aucun lien organique avec les formes 
en -bi. Elles différent des adjectifs et adverbes normaux 
en ce que dans la qualification, respectivement nominale 
et verbale, qu'elles apportent, entre un élément «temporel » 
et de « durée ». Je ne pense pas qu'à l'origine — époque dont 
le vague ne m'échappe point — ces formes aient été senties 
comme apparentées aux formes en -bi. Les raisons pour 
lesquelles les mémes racines nominales peuvent étre élargies 
soit par -bi, soit par un des suffixes dits d'adjectif ou d'adverbe 
verbal, ne sont pas morphologiques mais sémantiques. 

D'ailleurs il n'est pas du tout sûr que dans le mandjou 
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ancien toutes les racines susceptibles de recevoir le suffixe 
-bi aient pu également recevoir les autres suffixes, qui forment 
aujourd’hui ce que l'on appelle la conjugaison. Il ne faut 
pas oublier que le mandjou a subi de la part des lettrés 
une systématisation dont certains effets n'ont pas dépassé 
le cadre des grammaires écrites, mais qui nous empéche 
souvent de porter des jugements valables sur les problémes 
de la linguistique mandjoue. 

Il me reste à souhaiter que la présente esquisse ne s'en 
ressente pas trop. 


Denis SINOR. 
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adalı 
akümbu- 
aniya 
ara- 
-be 
beye 

bi 
bithe 
buye- 
~de 
doro 
eb$e- 
ejen 
folo- 
geren 
gisun 
hafan 
hendu- 
- 
irgen 
jete- 
ji- 
juse 
niyalma 
0- 
ojoro 


orho 

se- 

sinde 
sanggabu- 
tacıbu- 
Ton gg 
teni 

tusa 

ume 


uri- 
wen 
yabu- 
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GLOSSAIRE 


«comme, semblable » (régit le génitif). 

« accomplir ». 

«an, année ». 

« faire ». 

suffixe de l’accusatif. 

« S01-méme ». 

pronom personnel, 17? pers. sing. 

«livre, écrit ». 

« désirer ». 

suffixe du datif-locatif. 

«règle, ordre ». 

«se dépêcher ». 

« Seigneur ». 

«imprimer ». 

«tous, la foule ». 

« mot, parole ». 

« fonctionnaire ». 

« dire ». 

suffixe du génitif. 

« peuple ». 

« manger ». 

« venir ». 

pluriel de fui «enfant ». 

« homme ». 

«être ». 

forme irréguliére de l'aspect inaccompli du 
verbe o-. 

« herbe ». 

« dire ». 

datif du pronom personnel, Ze pers. sing. 

« parachever ». 

« apprendre » (transitif, factitif). 

« 100 ». 

«puis, alors ». 

« profit, bénéfice ». 

préposition de l'impératif négatif, construit avec 
les formes de l'aspect inaccompli. 

« mourir ». 

« doctrine ». 

«aller, marcher ». 
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DENIS SINOR 
(BLOOMINCTON, INDIANA) 


l 
SOME REMARKS ON MANCHU POETRY 


The history of Manchu literature has been sadly neglected. Itis not 
diminishing the merit of scholars like B. Laufer or W. Fuchs to say, that however 
important, their works are catalogs rather than coherent presentations of Manchu 
literature. Quite rightly, they started with stock-taking. 

The question may even be asked: was there at all any Manchu literature 
worth mentioning, and if so, where lies the interest of its study? The answer to 
such a question must be sought in the extra-literary field, and could be put in the 
following way. Even if we disregard its intrinsic value, the literature of any 
people deserves attention, as it reflects the spiritual and material culture of the 
people which produced it. Here, if not elsewhere also, is sufficient ground to 
warrant investigation. 

There is no certain way for ascertaining the reasons why belles-lettres are 
hardly represented in written Manchu literature. The fact is surprising and may 
perhaps be explained by the existence of an important oral literature. It is 
probably there, that indigenous, creative, literary verve found its normal outlet. 
For the Manchus, writing seems to have been a practical matter, connected with 
politics and its satellites; history and administration. For pure aesthetic enjoy- 
ment they apparently stuck to oral literature. By the time the Manchus discover- 
ed the charm of written belles-lettres, they were too much advanced on the road 
to sinicization to write poetry or fiction in Manchu. 

These remarks probably reflect the’ prevalent opinion on Manchu literature. 
So, the discovery that quite a few samples of poetry written in Manchu have come 
down to us may come as a surprise. The existence of Manchu verse in written 
form was noticed by Erich Haenisch!, Pavel Poucha* and possibly others. How- 
ever, it would seem that the subject remains sufficiently obscure to warrant a few 


1 Die viersprachige Gründungsinschrift des Temples An-yüan-miao in Jehol v. Jahre 
1765, (Ak. d. Wiss. und der Lit. Abh. der Geistes- und Sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse 1950, 
Nr. 15,) p. 17. 

® Zur Entwicklung des mongolischen Verses, (Charisteria Orientalia … pertinentia 
Ioanni Rypka, Praha 1956, pp. 233-252), p. 235. 
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additional remarks. Only in the very recent past has the poetry written in Altaic 
languages received the attention it deserves. On Mongol poetry we have a work 
by John R. Krueger’, on Turkish poetry those of Tourhau Gandjeit, I. V. Ste- 
bleva* and an unfortunately posthumous book by the late Rahmeti Áratt. My 
remarks on Manchu verse may conceivably complete the picture. 

The idea of looking for Manchu poetry came to me a few years ago when 
1n Cambridge with my stulents we were reading the parallel Mongol and Manchu 
texts of the chronicle of Saghang Sechen. I then noticed that to some of the 
poetical passages of the Mongol chronicle, verses corresponded in the Manchu 
version of the text. E.g. the Praise of Boyorji, a faithful lieutenant of Chingis 
runs as follows in Mongol:? 

belgiirten yabuqui Cay-tur činu 
belen-e utiraju sayitur nöküten 
berke üiles-i činu bürügejü ögkün 
bey-e amiban ese gayiralaysan 
Boyorji bisi bilio 


kümün-ü ejen čayan či 
gübčin bügüde-yi kiindiidkun aju 
kiitiin-iyen ögkün öltüregsen 
külüg Boyorji-yügen umartabau 
Both quatrains are rendered in verse in the Manchu version:® 
fambume yabure sini tere forgon ci 
falindufi sain-i aisilame vehiyehe 





* Poetical passages in the Erdeni-yin tobéi, ('s-Gravenhage 1961). 

* Überblick über den vor- und frühislamischen türkischen Versbau, (Der Islam 
XXXIII, 1957, pp. 142-156). 

5 Poézija tjurkov V I-V HI vekov, (Moskva 1965). 

* Eski türk stiri, (Ankara 1965). 

7 Krueger, op. cit. p. 80. — To simplify matters, for the Mongol text I refer to 
Krueger’s book where a critical edition based on all available texts can be found of the 
passages here discussed. Ido not always agree with, or adopt Krueger's readings, but as 
this article deale with Manchu poetry, I refrained from discussing problems presented by the 
Mongol text. 

® Monggo han sai da sekiyen. Die Mandschufassung von Secen Sagang’s mongolischer 
Geschichte, ... herausgegeben von Erich Haenisch, (Leipzig 1933), pp. 45-46. — All referen- 
ces given to the Manchu text of Saghang Sechen later in this article, refer to this edition. 
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fatuhiin getereme sini amba baita be hairandaraküngge 

Baies )Bogorji vaka biheo 

genggiyen ejen niyalmai han 

geren de kesi fulehun isibuha bime 

gehun iletu husun bume fassame 

geren citolgoroko Bogorji be ainu onggoho 

“Was it not Boyorji who, 

when you were lost 

joined and helpingly protected you, 

eliminated the troubles and your great deeds 

unsparingly performed? 

Luminous Lord, king of mankind, 

whose good deeds have effected the multitude, 

why have you forgotten Boyorji standing above the crowd 

who had openly exerted himself (on your behalf)?” 

The poem has two quatrains, the first alliterating on fa-, the second on ge-. 

The first quatrain is obviously mutilated, there is at least one word, beginning 
with fa-, missing. I suggest that this is far3aha or fasiaha, from respectively 
farsa- “to risk one’s life” or fa33a- “to make an effort, to be helpful". The 
forms in -ha of the perfective aspect are to be expected here for syntactical as 
well as for poetical reasons. The perfective éolgoroko, preceding the name of 
Boyorji in the last line of the second quatrain, has the same form, 


Let us examine another poetic passage of Saghang Sechen’s chronicle, the 
well-known message of Borte Jasin to Chingis. It consists of three quatrains, the 
first of which uses a different metre than do the second and the third. The 
Mongol text of the first quatrain reads as follows:* 

gatun Börte Jüsin | gergei tinu 
gad giinji-ner j üres činu 
qas yeke törö / jasay činu 
qamuy yeke / ulus činu 
mendii buyu 
I have marked with an upstroke / where to my ear there was a caesura.. 

The Manchu translation is this: 

* Krueger, p. 60. 

10 Haenisch, p. 40. 
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Burde hatun han-i elhe-be 
baime dorgi urse juse 
dasu han-i dasan 
doro geren ambasai 
saimbe fonjime. 

The Manchu translator changed the alliterative syllable from b- to d- after 
the second line, and instead of the 5+4+5-+-4 formula of the Mongol original, 
the number of words used is 4-+-44-343. But in this stanza there seems to be 
more than immediately meets the eye. To my poetic perception the two genitive 
suffixes were accentuated and followed a caesura: 

Bürde hatun han/ni elhe-be 

báime dorgi | ürse juse 

dásu han/ni dasan 

dóro geren | ámbasai 

«The queen Bérte sends her greetings to the Khan. 
The men of the household, the children, 

all the dignitaries of the Khan's government 
inquire about his well-being." 

Krueger does not seem to have noticed, or found it superfluous to mention, 
that the Mongol stanza has an end-rhyme and that the number of words per line 
shows symmetry: 54+4+5+4 A comparative count of syllables per line yields 
the following formula: 


Mongol Manchu 

6/4 5/4 

4/4 4/4 or 5/4 if we take baime as trisyllabic 
5/4 3/3 

4/4 4/3 


It is of course possible that the translator’s poetical gifts were less than 
perfect. ButI would like to give him the benefit of the doubt and believe that 
what mattered to him and to the author of the Mongol original, was the number of 
syllables following the caesura. 4-4-4-4 in Mongol, 4-4-3-3 in Manchu. 

The metre used in the Mongol original of the «Message of Börte Jüsin” 
changes after the first stanza. Moreover the second and the third stanzas combine 
to form a highly sophisticated prosodic whole. Both facts have escaped Krueger’s 
notice, partly because he chose the wrong variants in the manuscripts and thereby 
killed the rhyme. The second and third stanzas taken together show the follow- 
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ing pattern: 


1. 
2. 
3. 


4. ... 


een 


2nd stanza ` | 3rd stanza 
öndegelemüi .. ondegelemiii 
aysayar ..aysayar 


idegdemiii or idegden amui Se 
The Manchu translator was highly successful in rendering the formalistic 


.. idegdemiii or idegden amui 


refinement of his original. The second and third stanzas of the “Message of Börte 
Jüsin” run as follows in the Manchu version: 


sala moo-i faju de Jongkon umgan bilefi 
sarku-de moo-de akdafı 

sain huveten-i feye-be efuleme 

saikan umgan deberen-be gasihiyabumbi 


ulhu noho omo de bigan-i umgan bilefi 

ulhu-i sebderi-de akdafi 

uhuken lahuta umgan deberen be gasihiyabumbi 

umesi enduringge ejen-de vesimbukini. 

The pattern is identical with that of the Mongol original, alliteration in four 


successive lines, and rhymes as follows: 


2nd stanza 3rd stanza 
. ... umgan bilefi ... umgan bilefi 
.. akdaj ... akdafı 


po 


.. deberen-be gasihiyabumbi 


— .-. deberen-be gasihiyabumbi 


Manchu prosody seems to have been very rich in formal devices. The 


following quatrain taken from the Manchu version of Saghang Sechen’s chronicle 
shows a particularly elaborate structure: 


gosime tanggulame / ujiha mini Jui 

goidarakü gebungge | amban ome hamikabi 
suilame jobome | ujime mini Jui 

sure bodohongge | amban ome hamikabi 

“Brought up with love and tenderness, my children, 
they have soon become the equals of famous lords, 
brought up in sorrow and fear, my children 





n Haenisch, pp. 36-37. 
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have become wise and knowledgeable lords.” 
The metre of this quatrain is based on three different criteria. 
Firstly, there is the number of words used in each line: 2-3, 2-3, 2-3, 2-3. 
Secondly, there is alliteration, not only at the beginning of each line (go-, 
go-, sus, su-), but also after the caesura. The initial alliteration follows the 
formula aabb, the one after the caesura that of abab. 


Thirdly, there is rhyme, again twice in each line, before the caesura and at 
the end of the line, following the formula abab: 
. -me f... jui 
.. -ngge |... hamikabi ; 
… me |... jui 
... -ngge |... hamika 
The question of whether hamika is due to a deterioration of the text or to 
bad rhyming must be left unanswered. Even in the latter case we should not be 
too harsh on the translator who accomplished here something of a prosodic tour de 
force. It should not surprise us either that in doing so he had to wander quite far 
from his original text. 


Translations from Chinese have also been made in poetic form. A fine 
example is given in the quadrilingual (Chinese-Manchu-Mongol-Tibetan) inscrip- 
tion erected in 1765 to commemorate the rebuilding in Jehol of the Buddhist 
temple’ An-yüan-miao.!* The emperor Ch‘ien-lung who supposedly wrote himself 
the text of the inscription, included a poem. According to Erich Haenisch, he 
followed a model set by the T‘ang poet Han Ya. The Manchu version actually 
gives the name of the stanza: Juvan mudan.i ikiri aliongga, which could perhaps 
be translated “twin major of ten rhymes”. 


Indeed, the poem has ten lines grouped in five couplets, each line showing 
a caesura: 
1. Daci lli bude hülhai fatuhun de susunggiyabufi 
| dasame ere bade fucihi-i juktehen be veileme deribuhe 
2. da ba be ibkabufi ubade gurinjibuhe gese bicibe 
| dade emu adali banin umai güvaliyandarakü bihe: 
3. tetele Juktehen-i veilen tuktan Yanggabuha 
| ten-i amargi Jeten de enteheme hüturi imiyabuha 





13 Cf. footnote no. 1. 
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4. tere alin-i ninggude horonggoi eldembuhede 
| te bira doome jifi hargasanjiha 
5. gehun 3ehun-i Gulja Juktehensi songkoi veilebuhe 
| genggiyen bolgo ba emu adali teherehe 
6. geren nomun hülara tarnilara g’ablun sa 
| hemu güsa de dosimbuha. Dasidava-i hartungga bihe: 
7. unenggi günin-i ite Juktehen de ginggun be akümbuhabi 
| umai da susu be kidume nasarangge aku ohobi 
8. uhei Hü-kuvan-i hudai ba oho adali ferguvenducibe 
| ulanjiha Fan Siyei-i gisun be bi kemuni güninjambi 
9. aikabade tesebe necihiyeheku bihe bici 
| | ainambahafi ere Juktehen-i Janggaha be sabumbihe 
10. agüra tetun be elhe bade sindara be günime 
| ambarame dasan be selgiyefi. goroki aiman be tohorombuki sehe. 
“With [li destroyed by war and fire, Buddha’s temple has hereto been 
transferred. With it the homeland has come nearer. Unchanged, the temple 
looks as it did back home. Now, that the work of construction has ended, eternal 
happiness has come to the northern border. As the temple shines above the 
hills, the people from beyond the river come to worship. It is as brilliant as was 
the temple of Kulja, it equals the purest of places. The priests who read there 
the holy books and recite the prayers belong to the banner of Dasidava. With 
upright hearts they turn all their attention to the new temple and have no longing 
for their birthplace. Although the crowd was full of admiration, as it had been 
on the marketplace of Hü-kuvan, I kept thinking of the words of Fan Siei. Had 
I not conquered the people, how could I have proclaimed the completion of the 
temple? While I was thinking of preparing the devotional objects, it was my 
desire to establish the administration among, and to pacify the distant peoples.” 
Although Ch‘ien-lung could not resist the temptation to interlard his poem 
with learned explanations —which do not form part of the metrical structure and 
therefore were left out from the text —the whole does not lack real poetic beauty 
which my approximate translation could not render. 


As can be seen, each alliterative syllable occurs four times in succession: 
at the beginning of each line of a couplet, and after the caesura. Thus in lines 
1-2: Daci...dasame,,.da,,.dade, in lines 3-4: tetele,, .ten-i...tere...te, etc. 

There is also another formal refinement to be found in the poem, rhyme at 
the end of the full lines: aabbec,.. If we take that each line constitutes a couplet, 
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we will find that the even-numbered lines rhyme: -he, -he, -ha, -ha, etc. Thus 


insofar as permitted by the very different structure of the language he had to use, 
the translator followed closely the Chinese pattern, and used alliteration as an 
additional embellishment." 


In view of the small number of texts written originally in Manchu, it is 
rather fortunate that some of them should contain poetic passages. 

A shamanistic epic, the Nisan saman-i bithe, was noted down earlier in this 
century.“ It is the story of a female shaman called Nisan, who supposedly lived 
at the time of the Ming dynasty. The epic belongs to the literary category of 
“true stories” (unenggi baita). In one of the episodes, Nisan is called upon to 
bring back to earth the soul of a young man who died recently. She does so by 
descending into the underworld where she meets various spirits, including that of 
her own deceased husband. The encounter is something less than harmonious 
and ends with the shaman sending her husband into eternal damnation. She finds 
the occasion opportune to utter a few sententious precepts: 

Deyangku deyangku | haha aku de 
deyangku deyangku | kantarsame banjiki 
etc. etc. | entre hocikon de 

| efime banjiki 

| se be amöame 

| sebjeleme banjiki 

| Juse aki de 

] Julesi ome banjiki 

| hala mukun aku de 

| hajilame banjiki 

| asihan be amtame 

| antahasame banjiki 
deyangku deyangku. 

The words of the refrain are meaningless but their repetition ensures allite- 
ration at the beginning of each line. Ithink we must assume a caesura after the 

5 My friend and colleague Professor Wu-chi Liu informs me that the Chinese version 
was written in the Wu-yen ku-shih “Five words ancient style”. It is composed of ten couplets 


with five characters per line. The even-numbered lines rhyme. 
14 M. P. Volkova, Nidan’ samani bitkhe, (Predanie o Nisanskoj Samanke), (Moskva 


1961). 
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words of the refrain, and find six couplets each with its own alliterative 
syllable. 

It is easy to recognize alliterative poetry, as there is a formal criterion by 
which to judge. It is much more difficult to feel and hence to recognize the 
equivalent of blank verse in a little known language. In this respect Manchu is 
a hard nut to crack, as our ideas on its pronunciation are very hazy and we know 
even less on syilabization and stress. 


In the Nisan saman-i bithe there are several passages, clearly poetical in 
content, but in which it is difficult to pinpoint the formal criteria of poetry. Thus 
in chapters 27-28 there is a lengthy invocation to the spirits in which the only 
formal criterion of poetry seems to be the repetition of the apparently meaning- 
lees refrain eikule yekule: 

eikule yekule | ere baldu halai 
eikule yekule | muduri niyamangga 
etc. etc. | haha ci donji 

| han be tucabume 

| jihe age 

| getuken donji 

j vaka seci 

j vaka se bai etc. etc. 


Elsewhere the poetic form is clearly bound. Chapter 36 contains a long 
poetic passage in which even the name of the “melody” or “metrical structure” 
is given: deken-i haihüngga, a technical term impossible to translate. 

In this instance the refrain, with which each line begins is hoge yage: 

hoge yage | vehei udkun 
hoge yage | uktame jidereo 
etc. etc. / hahilame ebunjireo 
| serede saman hulhidafi 


[ dalbade iliha 
| dalaha Jari 
| adame iliha 
| amba jari 
| hanci iliha 

18 pp. 132-133, chapter 66. 
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| haihungga Jari 

] $urdeme iliha 

Í sure jari 

| nekeliyen šan be neifi donji 
| Jiramin šan be gidafi donji 
| amila čoko be 

| uju bade 

| huvaitafi belhe 

| kuri indahun be 

| bethe Jakade 

| siderefi belhe 

... etc. etc. 

The poetic ravings of the shaman seem to follow a very involved pattern. 
This is perhaps the reason why the form is called haiküngga “flexible, pliable”. 
Ifthe refrain is not taken into account, the beginning is barely bound in its form. 
I have skipped a few lines to take up again the text where the poetic form is 
again clearly bound: alliterative couplets and abab rhymes. Towards the end of 
the poem, these cease to occur. 

I think that the few instances quoted are sufficient to warrant the assumption 
that there was an indigenous Manchu poetry and that the consciousness of the 
poetic possibilities of the language was vivid enough for translators to attempt the 
rendering into Manchu of sophisticated, foreigu metrical structures. 

The subject deserves further research, which would certainly yield results 
more interesting and accurate than are my own. I think that future investigation 
should try to take an as complete stock as possible of all Manchu poetry embedded 
in prose. It should then systematize its forms, and, finally draw parallels bet- 
ween these and the poetry of other Tunguz peoples. With the shifting of my 
own interest to other fields there is little likelihood of my being able to 
follow this path further. 
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LINGUISTIC REMARKS PERTINENT TO JOHN 
BELL’S JOURNEY FROM ST. PETERSBURG 
TO PEKING (1719-1722) 


BY 
DENIS SINOR 


Bloomington, Indiana 


The recent and welcome flourishing of the reprint-industry has 
many beneficial results. One of them is to bring half-forgotten 
works to our desks where they can be studied at leisure. For many 
years I have been aware of the Transsiberian journey of John 
Bell of Antermony who, as a member of a Russian embassy to 
China, travelled to Peking and back again in 1719-1722. The 
description of this journey has now been published as a reprint! 
and this is why, I must confess, I came to read it. John Bell 
(1691-1780), a Scottish physician, arrived in Russia in 1714 and 
stayed in Russian service for nine years. In 1715 he accompanied 
a Russian embassy to Persia. He returned to St. Petersburg in 
1718, and in July of the following year set out on the journey 
with which I am here concerned. 

The description of the Transsiberian journey is only part of 
John Bell’s Travels from St. Petersburg in Russia to Diverse Parts 
of Asia; first published in 1763. I shall not now examine Bell’s 
other journeys, nor do I wish to sketch the extraordinary life of 
the Scottish doctor. This has just been done, and very ably, by 
J. L. Stevenson and there would be nothing of value I could add 
to his Introduction. I will limit myself to a few linguistic remarks, 
though the real value of John Bell’s travel account lies in his 
acute observation of the lands he crossed and the people he met. 


1 A journey from St. Petersburg to Peking, 1719-22, by John Bell of Antermony. 
Edited with an introduction by J. L. Stevenson, (New York, Barnes and Noble; 
Edinburgh University Press, 1966), X + 248 pp. 
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John Bell was a very intelligent person and a good writer. He 
was also a good linguist. What is perhaps even more important, 
he was actually interested in languages. Thus for instance he 
included in his book a comparative list of Chinese, Manchu, 
Mongol, Tibetan, and Hindi numerals. “The language of the 
Chinese’’—-he wrote—''is composed chiefly of monosyllables, and, 
seems to me, easily acquired; at least as much of it as is sufficient 
for conversation." (186)? Bell had a good ear and was obviously 
capable of noting down the spoken language. For the Chinese 
numbers he uses the classifier ko which he transcribes ga, e.g. 
iga "one", shiga "ten", etc. He notes (180) that "The Tartars 
call China Kitay, and the people Kitaytzi; but the Chinese call 
themselves Chum-Quoligen, that is, the people of the middle 
region." The transcription suggest reliance on the spoken rather 
than on the written forms. Bell's system of transcription is not 
consequent, indeed, it is no system at all and yet he usually suc- 
ceeds in conveying the phonetic shape of the words. Thus on 
several occasions he transcribes final -ng with -m as in the above- 
quoted chum = chung "middle" or in the transcription of K'ang- 
hsi: Kamhi. But in the clause “‘the reign of great peace and rest; 
in Chinese Tag-ping" (180) he uses a transcription closer to 
our own. 

Bells ch- may stand for č as in the just-quoted chum, or else 
for a voiceless fricative as in Burchun (= burxan) and Kutuchtu 
(zutuxtu), in the following passage (76) "The Buraty ... talk 
indeed of an almighty and good being, who created all things, 
whom they call Burchun... They have two high priests, to 
whom they pay great respect; one is called Delay-Lama, the 
other Kutuchtu.”’ 

Bell’s account contains many Russian names, and he is par- 
ticularly interested in plants and animals. He speaks (77) of the 
larch as “The larinx called in Russ lisvinitza" (smersenyunya) 
and of (206) “one species of geese, called kazarky" (plural of 
Kasapka), and of (56) “a fish called karrass (kapacp) of an un- 
common bigness and very fat.” 


2 Throughout this article the figures given in parantheses refer to the pagination 
of the reprint. 


LINGUISTIC REMARKS PERTINENT TO JOHN BELL'S JOURNEY 233 


More interesting are Bell’s data on Mongol and Tunguz lan- 
guages. Of these I shall now briefly speak, beginning with his 
Mongol data. 


I should like to begin by quoting an interesting statement of 
Bell (89): "Few languages can carry a traveller over a greater 
extent of country than that of the Kalmuks.’’, which is in no need 
of further comment. However, his account of the embassy's 
reception by the Emperor K'ang-hsi merits a few remarks. 

From Bells vivid description of the ceremony I quote the fol- 
lowing (134): "... the master of ceremonies brought back the 
ambassador; and then ordered all the company to kneel, and 
make obeisance nine times to tbe Emperor. At every third time 
we stood up, and kneeled again. Great pains were taken to avoid 
this piece of homage, but without success. The master of cere- 
monies stood by, and delivered his orders in the Tartar language, 
by pronouncing the words morgu and boss; the first meaning to 
bow, and the other to stand; two words which I cannot soon 
forget." Anyone familiar with Mongol will easily recognize the 
roots (= Imperative second person) of the verbs mórgükü ''to 
bow” and bosqu "to stand up”. Indeed, Bell learned the words 
very well. 

Not unlike his successors, Bell uses the word "'Tartar" quite 
indiscriminately. He applied it to Mongols as well as to Manchus, 
but I think that in this instance he was very well aware of the 
fact that the orders he received were given in Mongol. But why 
were they given in Mongol to a Russian in the Chinese court of 
the Manchu emperor? 

I asked this question from two of my learned friends and 
colleagues and they provided a satisfactory answer. According 
to Professor S. Y. Teng, in the early 18th century the Li-fan-yüan 
—the “Mongolian Superintendency" or “Court of Colonial 
Affairs"—was in charge of diplomatic relations with Mongolia, 
Tibet, Hami, the Muslim countries in general, Russia, and the 
other European countries.” Two senior and two junior Mongol 


* Further information will be found in J. K. Fairbank—S. Y. Téng, “On the 
Ch’ing tributary system", Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies VI (1941), 135-246, 
particularly p. 158 ff. 
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officials served as interpreters and guides for foreign visitors in 
Peking. Professor Joseph F. Fletcher obligingly communicated 
the proofs of a forthcoming article‘ in which can be found the 
description of a Timurid embassy to the Ming court. The situation 
is analogous to that in which Bell and his companions found 
themselves. At the reception given to the ambassador first a 
statement in Chinese was read and then “the emperor’s Muslim 
officials approached the ambassadors and said ‘First bow down 
and after that put your heads on the floor three times’.” Clearly, 
the intent of the Chinese court was to make visitors to understand 
the rules of etiquette. The system worked, as witnessed by the 
performance of the Scottish doctor obeying the Mongol commands. 
In fact Bell tells us (127) that the master of ceremonies was a 
"gentleman, named Aloy, ... by birth a Mongall Tartar’’. In a 
footnote to this passage J. L. Stevenson remarks that “Aloy was 
an official title (= Master of Ceremonies), not a personal name.”’ 
I wish I knew the basis of his assertion as Aloy does not remind 
me of any Mongol or Manchu title. 
Bell (188) gives the following Mongol numerals: 


1. Neggea 11. Arba-neggea 30. Gutshy 
2. Choir 12. Arba-choir 40. Dutshy 
3. Gurba 13. Arba-gurba 50. Taby 
4. Dirbu 14. Arba-dirbu 60. Dira 
5. Tabu 15. Arba-tabu 70. Dala 
6. Zurga 16. Arba-zurga 80. Naya 
7. Dolo 17. Arba-dolo 90. Irea 

8. Nauma 18. Arba-nauma 100. Dzo 

9. Jussu 19. Arba-jussu 1000. Minga 
10. Arba 20. Choiry 10,000. Tumea 


Bell also gives a list of seven Mongol words: 


God Burchan 
The heavens Tengery 
The earth Gadzar 


t Joseph F. Fletcher, “China and Central Asia, (1368—1884)", in J. K. Fairbank 
(Editor), The Chinese World Order, (Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press, 
1968), p. 214. 
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The sun Narra 
The moon Shara 
The stars Odu 
The clouds Ulea 


These and the other Mongol words noted by Bell would deserve 
investigation as they are among the oldest western transcriptions 
of modern spoken Mongol.® 

Bell used i with the phonetic value this letter has in English 
fir or first. One could also speculate on the difference, if any, 
between Bell's use of z- and dz- as in zurga "six" (Khalkha 
dzurgä) and dzo "hundred" (Khalkha dzü). Bell was obviously 
unable to cope with the notation of ü which, as most of his 
countrymen, he could probably not pronounce. His ulea stands 
for Khalkha ülen or for a word nearer the Classical spelling 
üliye. It is also worth noting that Bell writes -ea for what in the 
Classical language would be -en, as in neggea and tumea, standing 
respectively for nigen and fümen. 

Here is a list of other Mongol words which occur in Bell’s 
travel account; the definitions are those provided by himself, and 
I have omitted personal names or the names of well-known cities 
and rivers. 


Batyr (98) “a title of great respect among the Mongalls. It 
signifies a hero; and is conferred only on those who have sig- 
nalized themselves, by their courage and conduct in the field of 
battle". Cf. Khalkha bätar. 

Buduruy (112) “the wells of Buduruy’”. 

Burchun (76) Cf. my remarks made above. 

Chabertu (115) “the springs called Chabertu’’. My friend Pro- 
fessor Hangin suggests an equivalent of Classical Mongol sibartu 
"muddy". This is probably correct. Haltod* (p. 165) lists a 


5 Other contemporary material was published and commented on by G. Kara, 
“Les mots mongols dans une liste de marchandises chez Gmelin (1738)”, Acta 
Orientalia Hung. XIII (1961), 175-200.—I did not feel that Bell’s material deserved 
a commentary as detailed as that given by Kara to Gmelin’s list. 

* Magadbürin Haltod, Mongolische Ortsnamen aus mongolischen Manuskript- 
Karten zusammengestellt. Teil I. Mit einer Einleitung von Walther Heissig, ( Ver- 
zeichnis der orientalischen Handschriften in Deutschland, Supplementband 5,1), 
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Sabartu bulay ‘‘muddy spring". The questions remain: why did 
Bell use Ch to transcribe $ and why did he use e for the second 
syllable vowel. 

Chelo-Tologoy (110) "some fountains called Chelo-Tologoy, of 
pretty fresh water”. The meaning is stonge fountain”, cf. Khalkha 
Culü, Classical ciluyan 'stone'" and Classical foloyay “fountain”. 
Haltod lists (p. 51) Ciluutu toloyai-yin oboy-a. 

Gachun (110) "the wells called Gachun’’. Hangin suggests 
Khalkha gasün ''bitter". This is probably correct and here again, 
as in Chabertu, we would have ch standing for $. 

Kadan-Kachu (112) “a place, called Kadan-Kachu". This was 
probably the name of an administrative unit and it stands for 
Qadan gosü listed by Haltod (p. 130) as a river name. Khalkha 
xosii may mean the administrative unit known as the "banner'', 
but among the meanings of the word we find “mountain peak, 
promontory”. As qadan stands for "rock" the place-name may 
be a Mongol "rocky mountain”. Haltod (p. 130) lists at least two 
mountains called Qadan gosiyu. 

Kara (107) ‘‘a rivulet called Kara, or the black rivulet, from the 
colour of the water". Mongol qara “black”. 

Khododu (112) “we arrived at Khododu; where we found the 
water clear and pretty fresh, bursting, in a strong spring, from 
the gravelly earth”. ? 

Kochatu (115) “the spring of Kochatu”’. ? 

Korpartu (111) "the springs called Korpartu’’. ? 

Korunteer (114) ‘‘a pond of brackish water, called Korun- 
teer". ? 

Krema (115) "the springs of Krema”. As no Mongol word can 
begin with the consonant cluster kr, I suspect some mistake. 
Could it be kerem-e, as in Kerem-e usu listed by Haltod (p. 95) ? 
Kulat (114) “the wells of Kulat. These pits take their names from 
the quality of water, as salt, sour, sweet, bitter; or from the dif- 


(Wiesbaden, Franz Steiner Verlag, 1966). Henceforth cited as ''Haltod".—The 
forthcoming second part of this very important publication may shed light on 
some of the place-names given by Bell. Beyond consulting Haltod and George 
L. Trager— John G. Mutziger, “The linguistic structure of Mongolian Placenames’, 
JAOS. LXVII (1947), 184-195, I have made no further attempts to find parallels 
to Bell’s geographical data. 
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ferent tribes of people who inhabit the country in the neighbour- 
hood”. Haltod (pp. 149-150) lists several compounds with Qulad. 
Mingat (114) "the wells of Mingat". Mingyan "thousand" is 
often used in place-names. Cf. Haltod, p. 109. 

morgu (134) “to bow’’. Cf. my remarks above, on p. 233. 
Naringkarussu (116) “a place called Naringkarussu, where... 
we found a small brook of fresh water, and some Mongolian 
huts.” = Narin qara usun ‘‘narrow, black water", cf. e.g. Narin 
qara ayula, Haltod, p. 115. 

Oko-Toulgu (111) “a pool named Oko-Toulgu". ? 

Oudey (113) "some wells of very bad water, called Oudey’’. ? 
Ourandabu (113) “a place called Ourandabu”. ? 

Sadjin (113) “the springs called Sadjin’’. ? 

Saminsa (115) “the wells of Saminsa; where we found better 
water than usual". ? 

Saratzyn (103) "a place called Saratzyn, or the New Moon”. 
Cf. Mongol sara "moon". In the sample word-list (see above) 
the same word is spelt shara. 

Shara (107) “Shara, or the yellow rivulet”. Khalkha sara 
“yellow”. 

tarassun (134) ‘‘tarassun; a sweet fermented liquor, made of 
various sorts of grain ...”. Mongol darasun. 

Tola-Tologoy (110) “some pits, called Tola-Tologoy, of brackish 
water”. Cf. above Chelo-Tologoy. Khalkha dulān “warm”. 
Tylack (110) “a pool, called Tylack, of brackish water”. ? 
Tzagan-Teggerick (112) "'springs called Tzagan-Teggerick”. 
Mongol Cayan "echte", very common as the first element of place 
names, cf. Haltod, pp. 40-45.—I have no idea what Teggerick 
stands for. 

Ulan-Kala (113) "the wells called Ulan-Kala". Khalkha ulän 
"red", commonly used in place-names, cf. Haltod (p. 193), e.g. 
ulän usun "red water". Kala seems simple enough and yet I 
cannot identify it. 


The number of Tunguz words embedded in Bell’s text is 
smaller than that of the Mongol terms recorded by him. The 
few recognizable Manchu words are of small importance, but the 
Northern Tunguz data are interesting because of their early date. 
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Aloy Cf. my remarks made above on p. 234. 

ale$gada (128) "the aleggada, or prime minister". Manchu 
aliha da. Aliha is not listed in Hauer’s Handwörterbuch, but the 
pentaglot Han-i araha sunja hacin-i hergen kamciha manju gisun-i 
buleku bithe has aliha in a number of compounds. Jerry Norman’? 
lists aliha da as an abbreviation of aliha bithei da "prime minister”. 
The latter compound is given on p. 311 of the Pentaglot. 
Asschinoma (129) “the president of the council of western 
affairs, called Asschinoma’’. I suspect that this is a proper name. 
I know of no such rank in the Manchu hierarchy. 
Shaggalynoulla (90) “the Amoor ... is called by the Tartars 
Shaggalynoulla, or the Black Dragon’’. Bell was correct, this is 
the Manchu name of the Amur: sahaliyan ula. 

nart (71) "This nart is a kind of sledge, about five feet long, 
and ten inches broad, which a man may easily draw upon the 
deepest snow’’. The word is probably of Tunguz origin (Evenki 
narta),® but it is known in Yakut (närta, nätta) and it has become 
part of the Russian vocabulary: Hapra. Russians, Evenkis and 
Yakuts all figure on the half-a-page on which the word nart is 
mentioned by Bell. 

Shamansky (196) “another cataract, called Shamansky, which 
is reckoned the most dangerous of them all, the channel being 
very narrow and crooked”. As in the case of nart, the word could 
be taken either from Evenki (Saman) or from Russian. The 
word is certainly of Siberian origin. 

Shivers (196) "Besides these three great cataracts, there are many 
lesser ones, called by the country-people Shivers; but, as the 
passing them is attended with little danger, I make no mention 
of them’’. I am certain that this is a rendering of a word attested 
in the Tunguz dialect of the Podkamennaja Tunguzka, $ivé 
“BHenonro’. There is also important circumstantial evidence to 
support this view. Just a few lines before writing of these lesser, 
i.e. shorter cataracts, Bell mentions another “which, from its 
great length, is called Dolgoy’’. It is obvious that Bell’s compa- 


* A Manchu-English Dictionary, (Taipei, 1967). The westernized form is com- 
monly used by Bell’s contemporary, Lange. 

8 The Evenki words in this article are quoted from IM Bacuxesnu, dsennnit- 
CKO-pycckuit cuoBapb, (MockBa, 1958). 
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nions called the long cataract by the Russian word xoxruä “long”, 
whereas the “country people”, i.e. the Evenkis called the shorter 
one "short" in their own dialect. In the final -r I recognize the 
Evenki plural suffix to which Bell then added his own English 
-s plural. 


Finally I would like to quote two remarks made by Bell which 
are of some interest for Turcology. 

In speaking of the Baraba Tatars he states (54): “Baraba; 
which signifies, in the Tartar language, a marshy plain.” I could 
find no data to confirm this etymology. 

Bells other remarks concerns the Chulim Tatars (62): ‘The 
Tzulimms speak a barbarous language, composed of words from 
many other languages. Some of our people, who spoke Turkish, 
told me, they had many Arabick words, which they understood.” 
Although the Chulim dialect is definitely Turkic, its vocabulary 
is rich in foreign elements. John Bells observation, as in so 
many other instances, was correct.” : 

As can be seen, the Altaic linguistic material embedded in 
John Bells travel account is of no great consequence. The few 
Northern Tunguz words he noted are valuable because of their 
early date, and the fact that thanks to John Bell we can actually 
"hear" Mongol words spoken at an audience given by the emperor 
K'ang-hsi is of some significance. I can only hope that those who 
listened to the gist of this paper given at the PIAC meeting, aswell 
as my readers, would agree with this judgment. 


* Cf, the articles on the Chulim dialect in Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta, I, 
(Wiesbaden, Franz Steiner Verlag, 1959), 622-629, and in Hannu napogos CCCP, 
II, Tioprckne gaan, (MockBa, 1966), 446-466, written by, respectively, Omeljan 
Pritsak and A. P. Dul’zon. 
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»Urine» ~ »star» ~ »nail» 


Denis SINOR 


In a recent article dealing with »Uralo-Tunguz lexical correspond- 
ences» (Sinor 1973) among others I proposed an equation which, for 
the sake of convenience, I will reproduce here: 

Hu. hügy »urines, Vg. koëBot (Bat »water»), Ost. xôs, Zyr. kuddë, 
Voty. ki, Cher. káé-wot (wat »water), Fi. kusi, Lapp guj'?á 

~ SamTvg. kunsa »urine, SamSel. küf, SamKam. kanze, kunze 
(MSzFE. 307 —308, Collinder 1955, 29, TESz. II. 161)! 

rw Evk. ujik »bladder», Even ujihi, Sol. ujtht vanuss, Orok zudugu, 
Ulcha huju, Nan. rujun (Vasilevit 1958, 431). 

According to MSzFE. and TESz. the FU and Sam. forms reflect 
Uralic *kunée ~ *kuée. PTU had an initial *k-. 

I remarked there that a word almost identical in form but mean- 
ing »star» existed in both Uralic and Tunguz. As its examination 
would have entailed some remarks on Mongol linguistics I decided 
to postpone its discussion until another occasion. I present it here 
in the hope that Professor Aulis J. Joki to whom this volume is 
dedicated and who has done so much for the clarification of Uralic- 
Altaic relations will find some merit in these etymologies. 

Hu. hügy »star» (no longer in use), Vg. kons, Ost. zus, xos, kòs, 
Zyr. kodzul, kodzil, kodeü, Voty. kh 


1 The bibliographical abbreviations are listed among the references at the 
end of the article. The sources of Uralic and Altaic vocabulary are well known, 
there was no reason to list them in extenso. To denote languages the following 
abbreviations were used: Bury. = Buryat, Cher. = Cheremis, CT = Common 
Turkic, CTU = Common Tunguz, Evk. = Evenki, Fi. = Finnish, FU = 
Finno-Ugric, Hu. = Hungarian, Ma. = Manchu, Md. = Mordvin, MO = 
Mongol, MOClass. = Classical Mongol, MOMod.Lit. = modern, literary khalkha, 
Nan. = Nanay, Neg. = Negidal, Ost. = Ostiak, PA = Proto Altaic, PFU = 
Proto Finno-Ugric, PTU = Proto Tunguz, Sam. = Samoyed, SamSel. = 
Selkup, SamTvg. = Tavgi Samoyed, SamYen. = Yenissei Samoyed, Sam Yur. 
= Yurak Samoyed, TU = Tunguz, Vg. = Vogul, Voty. = Votyak, Zyr. = 
Zyryen. 
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~SamSel. keska, kiska »stam, SamKam. kanjayay, kinjigey 
(MSzFE. 306—307, TESz. II, 161) 

~ Evk. ösikta, osikäkta, oxikta »star», Even osikat, Solon o$ikta, 
Orok xosekta, Ulcha zosta, Nan. xosekta, Ma. usiha, (Vasilevic 1958, 
328). 

The Uralic words are considered reflexes of a PU *kunev ~ *kuev 
form (MSzFE. II, 307, TESz. II, 161, Lakó 1968, 76), i.e. the posited 
Uralic word for »star» is the same as that for »urine» with the only 
difference that for the former the quality of the final vowel remains 
undefined. The TU forms differ in the two sets of correspondences. 
The words for »urine» show -7- (-d-) whereas those for »star» have -s- 
(-§-). The -I, Jaen etc. endings of the Uralic words and those in 
-kta, -kat, -ha etc. of the Tunguz forms are, quite clearly, derivational 
suffixes. l 

This Uralic-Tunguz equation was first suggested, I believe, by 
Sauvageot 1930, 104 and was accepted by others, e.g. by Räsänen 
1949, 71 and 1955, 30. As neither of them examined the phonological 
justification of the correspondence, the following remarks may be 
of some use. 

-si in the Tunguz words for »star» developed either from & or from 
ti. Although the manuals of comparative Altaic phonology of Ram- 
stedt (1957) and of Poppe (1960) do not mention it, a MO & ~ 
CTU st correspondence is well substantiated. An important example 
is the 2nd p.sing. pronoun which is & in Mongol and s; in Common 
Tunguz. Other examples include the suffix forming nomina actoris 
and the word for »30». The suffix is -& in Mongol and -s; in Manchu, 
e.g. temiir viron» > temüréi »blacksmith», sejen »coach» > sejesi 
»coachman». etc. The Tunguz languages have no common word for 
»30» but Manchu gásin, Solon goti cannot be separated from MO 
yucın »30». While on the basis of the foregoing selection of examples 
I disagree with Poppe 1960, 14—15, where it is stated that the TU 
reflexes of PA *t + 2 are [always] č + « or t+ 2, I accept his view 
that the iz > č development is fairly ancient; Poppe places it in 
what he calls the »Urmongolisch» period. The correspondence of the 
2nd p. sing. pronoun would suggest that the & > sı change occurred 
already in CTU but not before. Thus on the basis of the Tunguz 
words for »star» one can posit a PTU *koér or *kuév, which is the 
exact equivalent of one of the PU forms posited on the basis of ex- 
clusively Uralic data. 

The PTU word could derive from an even earlier *kutv ~ *koty 
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form which, I submit, survives in Mongol.! A short selection of forms, 
all of which mean »star»: 

Middle Mongolian (e.g. Secret History, Hua-i i-yü, Ibn Mu- 
hanna, Muqaddimat al-adab, etc.) hodun, MOClass. odun, MO Mod. 
Lit. od(on), Ordos upu, Bury. odon, Monguor font, Dahur roto, Si- 
rongol zotun, rotu, Sera-yógur rodun, etc. For a more complete list 
of variants cf. Ligeti 1960, 240; 1965, 295. 

Ever since Pelliot 1925 provided massive evidence for positing 
a PA *p- continued in MO h- > Ø, the existence of such an evolution 
has not been seriously contested. Little attention has been paid to 
a cautious caveat expressed by Pelliot himself (1944, 99), to the ef- 
fect that in some cases Mongol initial h- is to be viewed as a secondary 
development and not as a reflex of an initial Altaic *p-. Pelliot 1944 
has also mustered evidence to show that Altaic *g- could also result 
in MO h- > ©. In other words, while not denying the existence of a 
PA *p- > Middle Mongolian h- > MOClass. () development, I feel 
certain that some of these initial h-’s may go back to PA or Proto- 
Mongol *k-. A priori it can be presumed that such zk > h- shift was 
most likely to occur in front of a velar vowel. It is my view that MO 
hodun is the result of such a development and that it is a reflex of 
an earlier, perhaps PA *krdr or *kvdr, ancestor also of the PTU 
form mentioned above. 

Hodun is not the only Middle Mongolian word with an initial h- 
corresponding to TU x- but not continuing a PA *p-. The word for 
»wood, forest» belongs in that same category: 

Middle Mongolian (e.g. Secret History, Hua-1 ı-yü) hoi, MOClass., 
MOMod. Lit. oi, Bury. oy, Ordos 66, Monguor fe, Sirongol roy, fiy, 
etc. (Pelliot 1925, 218)? 

~ Evk. xoy, zey »tundra, bog-marsh». 

The equation of the MO and TU forms appears in Räsänen 1949, 
69. The semantic variation from »tundra, marsh» to »wood, taiga», 
although surprising at first sight, is quite common; examples are 
given by Joki 1952, 343. Further evidence can be culled from Vasi- 
levit 1958, 126 where it appears that the very word »tundra», of 
Tunguz origin, may also mean »taiga», e.g. in Nanay and in Ulcha. 

The initial of the Mongolo-Tunguz word roy reflects an initial *k- 


—.r 


l [t is worth noting that, while Ming Jurchen has osiha for »star», Chin Jur- 
chen seems to have *uti. 

? The question of whether CT oi »hole, cavity, valley» is connected with MO 
ot forest» is of no relevance to our subject. 





— 
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(not a *p-) as can be inferred from the following Ostiak forms listed 
by Karjalainen 1948, 288, 383: koy, kuy, xoue, koyi »marsh, swamp; 
moor with small ridge of hills, scrub forest, tundra». The Tunguz- 
Ostiak equation was proposed by Gombocz 1902, 193. 

If we disregard small phonetic differences and the vagaries of 
transcriptions, the MO, TU, and Ostiak forms are identical, yet I 
would not consider this a Uralic-Altaic correspondence. The area of 
distribution of these words is very limited thus, as I see it, we are in 
the presence of a Mongol word borrowed by some Tunguz dialects 
and by Ostiak. But the correspondence shows one thing very clearly: 
the h- of Middle Mongolian hoz cannot be the reflex of a PA or Proto- 
Mongol *p-. It's antecedent is *k-, i.e. the same sound I have posited 
for Middle Mongolian hodun. 

Members of the third group of words I wish to examine in this 
article have the meaning of »nail (in the sense of ’claw’)»: 

Evk. osikta, Even osta, Oroch xosikta, Ude vaxikta, Ulcha zosta, 
Nan. rosekta, Ma. rastha (Vasileviè 1958, 328). I would add to this 
list Ma. o$oho. 

~ Vg. küns, kBüns, kos, Ost. kont$, kos, kos, Zyr. gig, Voty. gi£i, 
Cher. kat$, küt£, Md. k'enZe, Fi. kynsi, Lapp kaddsa, kattse (SKES. 
255) 

~ SamYur. hada, SamTvg. katu, SamYen. kóra, köda, SamO. 
kad, kat, SamKam. kata, all of which are tentatively linked with 
the FU words by SKES. 255. 

The Uralic ~ Tunguz equation was first proposed by Sauvageot 
1930, 104 —105 who also brought into the picture some Mongol data. 
While some of these are not relevant, the MO root qada- »to nail» is 
a likely cognate of the Uralic and Tunguz forms. The primary mean- 
ing of the root seems to have been »to fix» but the semantic change to 
»to nail» must have taken place very early as the Common Mongol 
word for »nail (to hold things together)» was derived from this root, 
e.g. MOClass. qadayasun, MOMod. Lit. radaas(an), etc. The word 
occurs already in the Secret History. The semantic vacillation be- 
tween »nail (on hand or foot)» or »nail (small spike to hold things to- 
gether)» needs no special pleading in an article written in English 
where there is but one word to designate the two concepts. 

If then, as it seems very likely, the Mongol and Samoyed words are 
interconnected and both are linked with the FU-TU group which we 
can safely postulate, a phonological pattern strikingly similar to that 
established for the words »urine» and »star» emerges. The FU reflexes 
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allow the positing of a PFU *krér ~ *kvnév, the TU forms can be 
traced back to *kviv which may be PTU or PA or some other lan- 
guage. I hesitate to use the term PA when no relevant Turkic data 
are available. The *krtr root, the existence of which 1s inferred from 
the Mongol and Samoyed data, developed into *kr£rv, represented in 
PFU and in the modern TU reflexes. There is also the obvious pos- 
sibility that the Str > *ér developement took place quite independ- 
ently in PFU or PTU. To my mind all these »proto»-terms are little 
else but convenient labels by which to designate an earlier stage of 
development in a given language. They are not meant to imply the 
existence or non-existence of any given family of languages. With 
this proviso, the three word groups here examined show in Finno- 
Ugric, Samoyed, Tunguz, and Mongol the following sound correspond- 
ences: 

purines: PU *kriide/*kyée ~ PTU *krjv 

stars: PU *kuñér/*kuér ~ PTU *kuër/*koëér (< *kutv[*kotr) ~ 

MO *kotr/*kodr 
mail: PFU *krüév[*kvér ~ PTU *krér (< *krtr) ~ MO *krtv] 
*kvdv (> Sam. *kvtr/*krdr). 

The sound correspondences here represented can be substantiated 
by further examples, e.g. the FU ~ TU ~ MO word for »knife» 
(Sinor 1973, No. 11): PFU *keër ~ PTU *kréy (< *kvtv) ~ MO 
*kpiv. 

A final word on Lhe semantic aspect of these word correspondences. 
An associative group urine» ~ »star» ~ »nail» reflected in etymol- 
ogical doublets may seem strange in this day and age but, never- 
theless the semantic link is well attested in other civilizations and 
languages. Throughout antiquity the name of the Orion was mythic- 
ally connected with oveéw »to urinate» and, mythically as well as 
linguistically stars are often linked with pegs and nails. In Germanic 
mythology the stars are often considered heads of nails and through- 
out North Eurasia the name of the pole star is quite frequently con- 
nected with the concept of and the word for »nail», for example in 
Mongol it is called altan yadasun »the golden nail». Further relevant 
material can be found in Harva 1938, 37 ff., and Erdődi 1970, 117— 
126. Lack of space prevents me from examining this aspect of the 
question in detail. 

I think that the three words here studied give us a glimpse into 
the most distant past of Central Eurasia, a view as tantalizing as it 
is faint. 
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URALO—TUNGUZ LEXICAL CORRESPONDENCES 
BY 


DENIS SINOR (Indiana University) 


In 1832 H. C. von der Gabelentz remarked that «il se trouve quelque analogie 
entre les langues mandchoue et hongroise» and, in support of this statement 
listed forty-six word correspondences. It would be superfluous to point 
out the methodological weakness of such procedure, nor would it be fair 
to examine with a critical eye each of Gabelentz’s comparisons. I would 
deem it more appropriate to praise the perspicacity of this great scholar 
for his noticing correspondences which, though not due to direct Hunga- 
rian— Manchu contacts, are justified in the larger context of Altaic linguis- 
tics. Thus, for example, Ma. arsalan ~ Hu. oroszlán «lion» or Ma. baturu ~ 
Hu. bétor «courageous» are indeed connected, though not directly, as the 
Hungarian words are Turkic loans. In other instances we must see Uralo- 
Altaic correspondences as, e.g. in Ma. foro--~ Hu forog «to turn, revolve» 
where the two forms cited by Gabelentz belong to a larger word family 
about which I have spoken elsewhere (Sinor 1947, 236). If some of the 
parallels proposed by Gabelentz are more or less justified, others are not, 
It would be pointless to go into details. The same remarks could apply also 
to Budenz 1886 who, for the purposes of establishing Hungarian etymologies, 
drew freely in «Eastern Altaio»,. i.e. mainly on Mongol and Manchu parallels. 

In 1902 in an article devoted to the vocabulary of the Ob-Ugric languages, 
Zoltan Gombocz made some very important remarks concerning correspond- 
ences in the vocabularies of Ob-Ugric and Samoyed languages on the one 
hand and Tunguz on the other. Later in this article I will deal at some 
length with the material he collected. 

For our present purpose one can safely disregard the articles of Heinrich 
Winkler (1918, 1923). Uralo—Tunguz parallels were proposed in works 
dealing with other topics (e.g. Sauvageot 1930, Räsänen 1949, Joki 1952) 
but, to the best of my knowledge, Vilmos Diöszegi (1947) was the first to 
deal specifically with Uralo—Tunguz contacts. To this article I myself 
added some comments (Sinor 1950). Katalin U. Köhalmi (1956) noticed a 
Uralic loan word in Tunguz and Mongol. 

For at least twenty-five years I have been convinced that the relationship 
between Uralic and Tunguz deserves a detailed study (cf. Sinor 1963, pp. 
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12, 176) but found no time to publish my material. I was also discouraged 
by the fact that I remember having seen an article published in the Soviet 
Union in which some space was devoted to this subject but — in spite of a 
thorough search and repeated inquiries — I am unable to trace it to this 
day. In recent years there seems to be some revival of interest in this ques- 
tion. Istvan Futaky (1969) gave four examples of Tunguz loan words in 
Ostiak, the much regretted G. M. Vasilevié (1958) listed, without any 
comments, some Evenki words which she thought were borrowed from 
Ugric, and I studied a Tunguz — Uralic word for «arrow». (Sinor 1970.) 

It is probable that I will never find the time necessary to prepare the 
detailed, comprehensive study that would do justice to the question. 
Yet I feel that the material I have assembled may be of some value both 
per se and also as an incentive for further study. 

In the article already referred to, Zoltan Gombocz made some interesting 
remarks which, for the benefit of readers having no access to this publica- 
tion, I give here in translation: 

«It is an undeniable fact that the vocabularies of Vogul and Ostiak 
contain eastern Altaic elements or, to be more precise, elements which, 
up to now, could be traced only in the eastern Altaic languages and, more 
specifically, in Tunguz. In view of the fact that the Tunguz vocabulary 
is known to us only through a few insignificant word lists, it seems likely 
that [as our knowledge of Tunguz languages increases] the number of 
Ob-Ugric—Tunguz correspondences will [also] increase. As, to the best 
of my knowledge, at present neither the Voguls nor the Ostiaks have any 
contact with the Tunguz, the possibility of direct Tunguz influence must 
be excluded. There are two ways of explaining the apparent contradiction 
of these facts. Either we assume that the former habitations of the Ob- 
Ugrians were located in parts of southern Siberia bordering on the Tunguz 
linguistic area, or we suppose that the eastern Altaic elements entered Ob- 
Ugric through the intermediary of a third language. For the majority 
of the words in question the second of these assumptions seems to be the 
more likely, as it is beyond doubt that there has been a considerable Tunguz 
influence on Samoyed vocabulary.» (Gombocz 1902, 184.) 

Gombocz’s basic statement, to wit, that the Vogul, Ostiak and Samoyed 
vocabularies contain Tunguz elements, is, as will be seen, correct, and it is 
rather surprising that the road so clearly marked by him has not been 
followed. Fortunately the Tunguz material available has vastly increased 
since Gombocz’s time and we also have better information on the past 
and present distribution of the Ob-Ugric and Tunguz populations of Siberia. 
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A simple glance at any linguistic or ethnic map of Siberia will show that 
even to this day Ob-Ugric and Tunguz groups live, by Siberian standards, 
relatively close together, e.g. the Ostiaks of the Vakh valley and the Tunguz 
of the Sym region. In studying these maps one cannot help reaching the 
conclusion that the lack rather than the existence of Uralic—Tunguz cor- 
respondences would be cause for surprise. B. O. Dolgikh’s map on the dis- 
persion and settlement of tribes in 17th century Siberia is particularly 
revealing on Tunguz—Samoyed contacts. This is not the place to examine 
historical sources relevant to earlier settlement areas of Ob-Ugrians, Samo- 
yeds and Tunguz but perhaps I may be allowed to refer to Dolgikh’s work 
on the Nganasan (1952) which illustrates with impressive documentation 
the fusion of Samoyed and Tunguz tribes. From his rich material I would 
like to quote the following: 

«Even before the arrival of the Russians, a group of Tunguz penetrated 
from the south into the region of Lake Pyasina and the Avam river and 
was assimilated there by the 'Samoyeds-Ravens' and ‘Samoyeds-Eagles’ 
and also by the ancestors of the present-day Enets of the Madu tribe (So- 
matu). Thus, from these Tunguz there was formed a Samoyed-speaking 
group, the Tidiris.» (p. 291.) «That the Vadeyev Nganasans represented 
‘Samoyedized’ Tunguz from the upper reaches of the Kheta and Khatanga 
was mentioned already by Middendorf. They are marked thus on the old 
maps too. In 1926—27 the old Vadeyev shaman Kupchik Tere (Chere) 
as well as the shaman Kheripte of the Oko clan still sang in Tunguz while 
conducting their shaman rites.» (p. 243.) 

The intermixing of Tunguz and Ob-Ugrians is less well-documented, 
indeed, I could find no positive evidence for it for the 17th century. How- 
ever, such contacts must have been quite frequent in view of the propensity 
to travel of the Tunguz who, in Castrén’s words «durch die ganze Welt 
irren» (1856b, 158). 

On the strength of linguistic evidence, Räsänen 1950, 130 speaks of 
Tunguz who «in den früheren Zeiten sehr weit nach Westen nomadisiert 
haben.) Joki 1952, 43 writes as follows: «Die immerfort wandernden 
scheuen westlichen Tungusen gehören eigentlich nicht zu den heutigen 
unmittelbaren Nachbarn der Sajansamojeden, aber der sajansamojedische 
Wortschatz bestätigt, dass diese zwei Völkerschaften ziemlich lange in 
kultureller Berührung miteinander gewesen sind...» In the body of this 
seminal work Joki gives several Samoyed- Tunguz correspondences. 

From all this it should be abundantly clear that Uralic— Tunguz corre- 
spondences can be justified by even our scant knowledge of Siberian history 
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and proto-history and that such correspondences have already been noted 
by a number of scholars. The lexical correspondences that follow muster 
further evidence in favor of such contacts. It is probably self-evident 
that a list of correspondences such as the one here presented can never be 
«complete», or «definitive». Further research will discard some of my 
equations but — and I am certain on this point — will reveal others. I 
myself could have easily added to this list which does not even include all 
the equations proposed in earlier works which I find acceptable. But the 
most important point to bear in mind is this: I systematically excluded all 
roots represented in Uralic and also in three or even two of the Altaic 
stocks (Turkic, Mongol, Tunguz), unless it was quite evident that the presence 
of the word in one of them should be due to borrowing from one of the 
others. My concern was solely with Uralic—Tunguz relations. For each set 
I listed only as many reflexes as seemed necessary to make my case con- 
vincing. I simplified, and to a great extent, unified the transcriptions. 


1. Hu. egér «mouse», Vg. tüngkür, Ost. tengger, Zyr. sir, Vot. str, Md. 

éeyer, Fi. hiiri (MSz FE. 140) 
~ Evk. singeréken, Singerékén, xingereken, Even xingerken, Neg. singeye, 

Ulcha, Nan. singgere «rat», Ma. singgeri «mouse, rat» (Vasilevi& 1958, 355) 

One of the earliest FU TU correspondences to be noticed: Schott 
1869, 229; Budenz 1886, 149; Ramstedt 1915, 140; Sauvageot 1930, 135 
(who does not cite his predecessors) and possibly others, including MSzFE. 
140 and TESz. I, 711, both with bibliographical references. An article by 
Béla Kälmän (NyIOK. IV, 32) in which, apparently, he deals with the TU 
connections of the term has remained inaccessible to me. 


ı The bibliographical abbreviations are listed among the references at the end of 
the article. The sources of Uralic and Altaic vocabulary are well known, there was no 
reason to list them in extenso. To denote languages the following abbreviations were 
used: Bury. — Buryat, Cher. = Cheremis, CT = Common Turkic, CTU = Common 
Tunguz, Evk. = Evenki, Fi. = Finnish, FU = Finno-Ugric, Hu. = Hungarian, 
Kalm. = Kalmuck, Ma. = Manchu, Md. = Mordvin, MO = Mongol, MOAne. = 
Ancient Mongol, MOClass. = Classical Mongol, Nan. = Nanay, NanKur. = Kur- 
Urmi dialect of Nanay, Neg. = Negidal, NTU = Northern Tunguz, Ost. = Ostiak, 
PFU = Proto Finno-Ugrie, PTU = Proto Tunguz, PU = Proto Uralic, Sam. = Samo- 
yed, SamKam. = Kamass-Samoyed, SamO. = Ostiak-Samoyed, SamSel = Selkup, 
SamTvg. = Tavgi-Samoyed, SamYen. = Yenissei Samoyed, SamYur. = Yurak 
Samoyed, Sol. = Solon, STU = Southern Tunguz, TU = Tunguz, TUR = Turkic, 
Vg. = Vogul, Vot. = Votyak, Zyr. = Zyryen. 
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The PFU reconstructed form *Jingere corresponds exactly with the Tunguz 
word. The MSzFE. speaks of Altaic connections — in its literal sense a 
true statement — but it should be remembered that among the Altaic 
stocks only Tunguz has the word. 


2. SamYur. han sledge», SamO. kanje, kant, SamYen. koddo, SamTvg. 
kanta (Collinder 1955, 30) 
~ Ma. hundu «ledge» 

A somewhat mysterious word. Setälä 1918, b, 76 equates the Samoyed 
forms with a Cheremis word listed by Pallas the probable reading of which 
is kitnj6 or kónjó. I know of no modern data of this term. Sebeok 1960 does 
not list the Cheremis word quoted by Setälä, and I have at present no access 
to Pallas’s original work. However, Sebeok 1960, 308 lists Cher. kunzä 
«ship» which I have equated (Sinor 1961, 173) with Mo. günje «raft», 
Ulcha kenzume, Goldi kénfima «boat». Setälä posits Sam. *EVnéV which 
is virtually identical with the Manchu form. I think that a semantic shift 
from «boat» to «sledge» or vice versa is easily explainable. Yet even if 
we decide to include all the words meaning «boat» among the forms to be 
considered, we are still faced with a very restricted range of occurrences: 
one Mongol word (günje is not common to all Mongol languages), a few 
Tunguz and Samoyed reflexes and, perhaps, the Cheremis term. On this 
evidence I would suggest that *£VnéV is an archaic, arctic word for «ledge», 
surviving in the languages just mentioned but replaced in others by different 
Uralic or Altaic words. 


3. SamYur. har «knife» 
~ Evk. irkän, kirkatän «knife», Even zerkän, xirkdn, erkän 
The Tunguz root is undoubtedly *kVr ~ *hVr. On derivational suffixes 
of the -kan type, cf. Vasilevië 1958, 759. 


4. Hu. hágy «urine», Vg. kodBa-t (Bat «water»), Ost. xos, Zyr. kuÿ, Vote, 
kif, kez, Cher. k8Z-wot (wot «water»), Fi. kusi, Lapp gujja, gon] (MSzFE. 
307 —8, Collinder 1955, 29, TESz. II, 161) 

~ SamTvg. kunsa «urine», SamSel. biz 
~ Evk. ufik «bladders, Even ujihi, Sol. ujihi «anus», Orok zudugu, 
Ulcha zuju, Nan. xujun 
According to the MS2FE. and the TESz. the FU and Sam. forms reflect 
Uralic *kunde ~ *kuée. PTU had an initial *k-. A word almost identical 
in form but meaning «star» exists in both Uralic and Tunguz. As its exam- 
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ination would involve other Altaic languages, I have decided against 
including it in this list of correspondences. [Now published, Sinor 1973.] 


5. SamYur. yà «land, earth, place» 
~ Ude na «land, earth», Nan. na, Ma. na 
The very much restricted areal distribution and the meaning of the word 
suggest that it is & borrowing from a now extinct language. If such is the 
case, one must posit an initial *y- for the original word. Cf. my remarks 
on Sam. y- ~ TU n- under No. 6. 


6. SamYur. yam «great river, sea» (literary Nenec yam «sea»), SamTvg. 
yam 
~Evk. lamu, läm, Even nam, Neg. lam, Oroch namu, Ude namu, 
Orok namu, Ulcha nämu, Nan. namu, Ma. namu (Cincius 1949, 208) 

Joki 1952, 237—38 proposed the Sam.~ TU equation. His tortured 
explanation from a Sino-Korean—Japanese word meaning «indigo, blue» 
can safely be discarded. Cincius 1949, 206, 208 postulates CTU initial St 
whereas, to my mind, initial *n- has to be posited. Internal evidence and 
correspondence No. 5 can be quoted in support. The Samoyed forms have 
no FU correspondents, whereas the TU forms are not only widely distributed 
but they also represent the standard TU term for «sea». Have then the 
Samoyed words been borrowed from Tunguz? Unfortunately, the answer 
to this question depends to a large extent on the solution of the vexed 
problem of Altaic initial *y-, which lies outside the scope of the present 
article. But whatever stand one might take on that issue, a number of good 
etymologies can be cited in support of a Turkic y- ~ TU n- sound corre- 
spondence, e.g. CT ya «bow» ~ CTU nu, CT yeti «7» ~ CTU nadan, etc. 
If it were to be established that in these and similar sets the TU initials 
resulted from a *y- > *n- development, a strong presumption in favor 
of the primacy of Sam. yam over TU nam would be justified. 


7. Hu. jég «ice», Vg. läng, yöängk, Ost. yängk, yengk, Zyr. yi, Vot. yä, 
Cher. i, iy, Md. yäy, ey, Fi. jää, Lapp yiegngá (TESz. IL, 268, MSzFE. 
338, SKES. 132—33, Collinder 1955, 84) 

r~ Evk. Juke «ice», Even fuk Neg. juxe, Oroch juke, Ude fuge, Orok 
duwe, Olcha jue, Nan. juke, Ma. juhe (Cincius 1949, 226) 
No Samoyed cognates are known. There seems to be general agreement 
amorg Finno-Ugrists on positing PFU *yänge and an *-ng > *-ngk- devel- 
opment. Cf. Hajdü 1966, 102, Lakö 1968, 80. 
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8. Vg. yiv «tree, wood», Ost. yux, Cher. yakte «any tall tree, pine». 
~ SamYur. yte «pine, pnus sylvesiriss, SamO. we, tie, Bambam, 
ju (Paasonen 1917, No. 337, Sebestyén 1943, 418— 19.) 
ru Evk. jagda «pine, pinus, cocua», Solon jagda, Neg. jagda, Nan. 
jagda, Ma. jakdan (Cincius 1949, 212). 

Sebestyén 1943, 419 and others consider the Ze ending of the Cher. 
word a suffix. One can thus postulate Uralic *yVk corresponding to PTU 
*JVk ~ *fVg. Tunguz tree names often end in -kta, -gda, -kte, -gde or, 
perhaps, Zo, -te, do, de, Cf. Nos 10, 20 and 26, and also Evk. ngangte 
«spruce», bolgikia «variety of pine», etc. It is possible that the present 
TU forms result from a *jag + gda > jagda development. 

It is important to note that the word is attested in Chuvash, yazta «pine». 
According to Rásünen 1920, 240, followed by Egorov 1964, 355 it is a loan 
from Cheremis.? For another Chuvash ~ Tunguz correspondence cf. No. 25. 

I find it hard to believe that a correspondence as flawless in form and 
meaning as that existing between the Uralic and Tunguz forms could be 
coincidental. It should also be borne in mind that in Uralic as well as in 
Altaic there are many names denoting conifers the various species of 
which are clearly differentiated. The terms here enumerated concern the 
pine. Further (No. 10) we will examine a common Uralo-Tunguz name 
for the spruce. 

I would not like to exclude the possibility that the Cheremis and Chuvash 
words — or at least one of them — are direct borrowings from Tunguz. — 
On the paleontological implications of this etymology see Sinor 1969, 280. 


9. Hu. here «testicles, Vg. kar, xdr, kér «male animals, reindeer bull, 
stallion», Ost. xor, kar, xar «male reindeer, male animal», Zyr. kir «male 
dog», Fi. koira «dog», koiras «male animal» (MSzFE. 281, SKES 207) 
~ SamYur. cora «male reindeer», SamYen. kura, SamTvg. kuru 
~ Evk. hirü, sirü «male reindeer», Orok hiru, siru 
Some Samoyed and Tunguz forms were compared by Gombocz 1902, 
185. He included among the latter Ma. iren «wild reindeer) which, on 
account of the second vowel, I would hesitate to link with the other forms. 
The MSzFE. postulates PFU *koy(e)-ra in which -y- is posited on the 
strength of Fi. koira. I would find a PFU *£Vr more credible but the problem 


2 Chuvash yaxta appears in only two dialects, both from the south-eastern border 
of the Chuvash ASSR. Cf. Sergeev 1968, 96. There is no conclusive evidence to show 
that the word is a loan from Cheremis. 
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is irrelevant for our purposes. The Evk. and Orok words do not represent. 
the CTU term for male reindeer and are probably borrowings from PFU 
or PU. The final, post-consonantal - is a typical TU addition, cf. Nos 
6, 19, 31, 32. 


10. Vg. kawt «spruce, picea», Ost. kol, hut, Zyr. koz, Voty. kiz, Cher. kož, 
Md. kuz, Fi. kuusi, Lapp guossá (Collinder 1955, 30, SK ES. 253) 

~ SamYur. hädı, kädı, kat «spruce, picea, ert», SamYen. kari, kadi, 
SamSel. käde, küt (Collinder 1955, 30, Sebestyén 1943, 422— 23) 

~ Evk. asikta, asekta, axikta, aSekta «spruce, picea, enb», Oroch asia, 
azikia, Orok zasikta, Ulcha rasta, Nan. haseakta (Vasilevié 1958, 38)? 

The Uralic—Tunguz equation is suggested by Sauvageot 1980, 96--97. 
The Tunguz forms reflect a PTU *kasi. On the suffix -kta cf. above, No. 8. 
The Uralic set, uncontested, forms the basis of many — to my mind highly 
doubtful - hypotheses concerning the original FU and Uralic homeland. 
In meaning and form the Uralic--Tunguz equation is impeccable, thus the 
Uralic forms lose all the value they might have had for the purposes of 
linguistic paleontology. The matter is further complicated by MOClass. 
gusi «pine, pinus sibirica», lit. Khalkha zwë Buryat zusa, Ordos guði, 
etc. Some Turkic dialects of the Altai, replete with Mongol loan words, 
have quzug «pinus sibirica». Cf. also Sinor 1969, 279. 


11. Hu. kés «knife», Vg. käsi, Ost. kejä, kéde, etc., Cher. keza, küzä (MSzFE. 
356) 
~ Oroch kutige, kučka «knife», Ude kusiga, Ulcha kuče, Goldi kuče. 
MSzFE. 356 posits PFU *keéV. Agreement in form and meaning with 
the TU forms is complete. One of the CTU words for «knife» is koto probably 
linked with MO kituya «knife» as suggested, by, among others, Poppe 
1960, 50. In the absence of certain Turkic cognates I would hesitate to 
speak of a Proto-Altaic form but it is safe to assume a PTU-MO form SEH 
which gave *kVtV >*kVéV then borrowed by some FU languages. As 
in correspondences Nos 8 and 22, Cheremis is the only non-Ob-Ugric 
FU language in which the Tunguz loan is attested. 


12. Vot. kujit, kuzit «salty, sour». 
~ Evk. geti, gest, gecipèu, getigdi «bitter, sour, unpalatable», Nan. 
gocesi, NanKur-Urmi gotisi, Ma. gosihon 


3 Cincius 1954, 15 remarks that besides asikta there is another general term in 
Tunguz (ngangta) for both the abies and picea varieties. 
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The Vot. word has no known FU cognates. According to Laké 1943, 
405 Vot. -£ is an adjectival suffix. As in No. 11, the TU forms result from 
a PTU *gVi —*9VtV >*gVEV shift. The TU root is represented by Evk. 
gett. 


13. Vg. Pax «blunt arrowhead», Ost. langk, langk 

~~ SamYur. luk, lukkı, lukı, lok. «blunt arrowheads, SamYen. loku 

~ Evk. luki «arrow», Even nuki, Oroch luki «(blunt) arrow used 
against birds», Orok lekke, Ulcha hkka, Nan, luki, Ma. luhu 

For a detailed study of this correspondence cf. Sinor 1970, 543—44. 

At that time I was unaware of the fact that the equation had already been 
suggested by Vilkuna 1950, 346—47 and, probably in his wake, by Collinder 
1955, 145. 


14. Zyr. lim, vim «snow», Vot. limi, Cher. lam, Md. lov, Fi. lumi, Lapp lobme 
(SKES. 308) 
~ Evk. libge, livge «freshly fallen light snow» 
A tempting but admittedly somewhat problematic equation. The Evk. 
term is isolated and there are no Samoyed equivalents. Perhaps the TU 
word is a borrowing from FU. 


15. SamYur., SamSel. loka «fox» 
~ Evk. (Nepa dial.) luku «fox», Oroch loke «lynx», Ma. luka «young 
lynx». 
For other possible Uralic cognates cf. Collinder 1955, 32. Vasilevié 1958, 
240 equates the Nenec and Evenki words. The very limited geographical 
distribution suggests that the term may belong to an arctic substratum. 


16. Hu. *mór (only in mérdgy «a kind of forest»), Lapp muorra, mirr, 
murr, mur, muor «tree, wood» (MSzFE. 450, Sebestyén 1943, 413) 
ro Evk. mar «spruce, € Ab, picea» 
The FU etymology is not entirely convincing. Cf. MSzFE. 450. If the 
Lapp and Evenki words are really linked, I would suspect that both con- 
tinue a substratum word. 


17. SamT vg. #aga, nagei «very well !» 
~ Evk. naka «very well t» 
Proposed by Gombocz 1902, 185. Certainly a recent loan. 
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18. SamT vg. #amia «female reindeer» 
~ Evk. nimakan «wild female reindeer», Even nämitan, nämücan 
Comparison proposed by Gombocz 1902, 185, who lists other TU forms 
including Ma. anami «a grown Manchurian elk» which I would not link 
with the Evk. word. The Tavgi form may be a loan from Northern TU. 


19. Hu. nyár «swamp, marsch, bog», Vg. när, ner, Zyr., Vot: nur 
~ SamO. rar «tundra», SamSel. sar (TESz. II, 1036) 
~ Evk. ńaru «small lake, swamp, marsh», raruja, narus «small, 
marshy lake», Even #arukag «puddle of melted snow», Nan. #arun «tundra», 
Ma. niyari «puddle, humid place». 
Much has been written on the Uralic forms of which only a selection is 
here listed. The Uralic and TU forms are identical in form and meaning. 


20. Vg. nix, nink, nank «larch-tree, larix», Ost. nangk, nängk, Zyr. nw, 
nia, neya (Sebestyén 1943, 428 — 29) | 

~ Evk. nukte dir, abies, nuxma» and «ash, sorbus, pa6una», Evk. ngangte 
«fir, spruce, pine», Even ngangta «spruce, enb» 

The comparison was suggested by Gombocz 1902, 197. On TU initial 
n- ~ ng- cf. Evk. nele, ngele «fear, fright», Even ngel; Evk. ngi «who*», 
Even ni; Evenki nàle, ngäle «hand», etc. On the -ta, Ze ending cf. No. 8. 
The FU terms denote trees of the larix species, whereas the TU words are 
applied to almost any conifer or even to the deciduous ash. Perhaps the 
wide range of TU meanings may be taken for an indication of the FU origin 
of the word. The FU words have been used by Hajdü 1964 and 1966, 8—9 
to determine the borders of the Uralic homeland. To the solution of this 
problem the TU reflexes bring no contribution. 


21. Ost. noxas «sable» 
~ Evk. neke «sable» 
I know of no other variants. 


22. Ost. ong «mouth, opening, orifice, estuary», Zyr. im, vim, Vot. im 
Cher. dng, ang, ong (Hajdü 1954, 42) 

~ SamYur. va, rang «mouth», SamTvg. ang, SamSel. ak, dng, oang, 
SamKam. ang (Hajdú 1954, 42) 

~ Evk. amnga «mouth», Even amnga, Sol. amma, Neg. amnga, 
Oroch amma, Ude angma, Orok angma, amnga, Ulcha angma, Nan. angma, 
amnga, Ma. angga (Cincius 1949, 136) 
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Further Uralic data and the relevant literature are cited by Hajdü 1954, 
42 according to whom the initial #- that occurs in many Samoyed forms 
is secondary. The final consonants of the Uralic forms suggest PU or PFU 
*-ng corresponding to PTU *-ng. Cf. also Nos. 1 and 35. According to Poppe 
1960, 94, the TU forms, together with MO aman «mouth» and TUR am 
«female genitals» are the reflexes of an Altaic (?) *amayai. Räsänen 1969, 
18 equates the TUR and MO words but says nothing about possible TU 
cognates. I would not rule out the possibility that the TU forms continue 
two different roots: *ang and *am. Tunguz historical phonology is in its 
infancy but, generally speaking, it would seem that TU -ng- remains un- 
changed in the various languages. E.g. Ma. sangga «hole, opening» corre- 
sponds to Evk. sangar, Even hangar, Nan. sangar. With some reservations 
I would consider the Uralic words borrowings from Tunguz. In this case, 
as in correspondences Nos. 8 and 11, in the FU stock only the Ob-Ugric 
languages and Cheremis show agreement with Tunguz. 


23. Vg. paši, pasig «domesticated reindeer», Ost. peéah (< Zyr. pez) Vot. 
puzey, pujey, Lapp boadzo, boccu (SKES, 604) 

^» Oroch, Ulcha, Nan. buča, boca «stag, cervus elaphus» 

~ SKES includes Fi. poro «domesticated reindeer» among the FU 
cognates and links the whole group with the TU forms. On Fi. poro cf. 
No. 24. The TU forms listed do not reflect a CTU root. It is possible that 
both FU and TU forms were borrowed from a now extinct language. 


24. Fi. poro «domesticated reindeer» 
~ Evk. oron «domesticated reindeer», Even oron, Neg. oron, Oroch 

ula, ola, Ude oro, Orok ula, Ulcha oron, Nan. oron, Ma. oron 

The Fi. word has no satisfactory, generally accepted etymology. Collinder 
1955, 6 hesitates to link the word with the FU forms listed under No. 23. 
Possibly Schmidt 1928, 3 was the first to connect the FU and TU forms. 
He was followed by many others. However tempting, this etymology has 
its weak points. À priori it seems likely that the Fi. p- represents the earlier 
stage. But if this is the case why has CTU initial Ø- instead of, say, f- in 
Ma. and e in at least some other TU languages? The highly specialized 
meaning of «domesticated reindeer», common to Fi. and to all the Tunguz 
languages, suggests a technical term of great antiquity. If the Fi. word is 
the reflex of a PTU *poro we ought to be able to trace other etymologies 
on which to postulate a PTU *p- leaving no trace in any of the present-day 
TU languages. 
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For semantic reasons I would hesitate to accept the equation with MO. 
oronggo «a kind of small antelope» suggested by Poppe 1960, 99. The same 
word is vocalized by Mostaert 1941, 521 urongya. 


25. Zyr. Vot. purt «knife» 
~ Evk. purta «knife» 

The word does not seem to be attested in any other FU or TU language. 
Paasonen 1902, 186 and Munkácsi 1906, 370 connected purt with a variety 
of Indo-European forms, ranging from Ossetic farat’ «axe» to Old High 
German barta «axe». Paasonen was the first to trace the word in Chuvash 
purié «axe». According to Vasileviö 1958, 666 Evk. purta was borrowed 
from Ugric, an obvious mistake for «Finno-Ugric», as the word is attested 
neither in Vg. nor in Ost. Menges 1965, 607 accepts Vasilevió's mistaken 
Ob-Ugric data but rightly introduces the Zyr. word. Here and earlier (1953, 
303) Menges assumes the interrelatedness of the Chuvash, Zyr. Vot. and 
Evk. words but links them with CT balfa «axe» and its cognates. On phono- 
logical grounds Poppe 1953, 23 rejects the Chuvash purtd ~ CT balta 
equation. Egorov 1964, 166 accepts it and introduces further non Uralic 
or Altaic data. For the Chuvash word Poppe 1953 suggest an Old Persian 
origin. I lack the competence to check his data but agree with his refusal 
to connect purtä and balta. This short survey of some of the opinions ex- 
pressed on the origins of purt, purta should show the far-reaching impli- 
cations of this etymology. The identity of the Zyr. Vot. and Evk. words 
is beyond doubt. 


26. Ost. sayót, saxót, saxte( pav) «willow, willow-bush» 
~ Evk. sekta, xekta, Sekia «willow», Even xet, Neg. sekta, Oroch siakta, 
Ude sakta 
The comparison was proposed by Gombocz 1902, 205—206. The TU 
root may be *sVk. On the -ta ending of tree names see Nos 8 and 20. 
The Ostiak word is probably a loan from Tunguz. 


27. Ost. saptang «black fox» 
~ Evk. Sabjan sebjen «sable». 

I was unable to find cognates in either FU or TU. This is a rather weak 
etymology. There are obvious semantic difficulties and the Ost. -t- ~ Evk. 
-j- correspondence is not well established. 

28. SamT vg. satera «fox (Steinfuchs)», SamYen. sedoro 


256 


XXXV 


~ Evk. éatire «polar fox», Kondogir dial. Cafira 
Comparison proposed by Gombocz 1902, 185. 


29. Vg. ser «sand», ser-ku «gravel» 

ru Evk. sirgi, sirui, sirugi, Sirugi, hirugi «sand, sand-bank», Solon 
&iruktan, Neg. sirgi, Oroch siru, Ulcha segan, Nan. siyan (Vasilevié 1958, 
358) 

The equation was proposed by Gombocz 1902, 207. The Vg. word does 
not seem to have any cognates in FU. It is probably a loan from a PTU 
*sir ~ *ser. Mongol words such as MOAnc. siro’ai «dust, soil», MOClass. 
sirui, siruya, Bury. Soroy, Kalm. $ora are certainly related to TU, as pointed 
out by Vasilevië 1958, 358, Poppe 1960, 60. In the absence of Turkic cognates 
I am unwilling to project this word into Proto-Altaic. 


30. Vg. sorex, sorix «fish of the salmon species», Ost. soröx, sarax, Zyr. 
čeri «fish», Vot. éorig, gorig «fish» (Sebestyén 1935, 43) 
~ Evk. suri, furi, huri «fish of the salmon species cue», Even xuricen 
For the FU forms Sebestyén postulates initial zé and assumes that the 
final consonants of the FU forms represent a diminutive suffix. The FU 
word, probably from Ostiak, was borrowed by Russian: cetpok. 


31. Ost. sil, sol, sut, sot «intestines, Zyr. Vot. sul, Cher. gol, Solo, Md. 
sula, Fi. suoli, Lapp éoalle, Coali (SKES, 1113—14) 
~ Evk. silukta, zilukta, Silukta, xulukta «intestine», Even xelta 
Correspondence between the FU, TU forms and Yukagir Sole is suggested 
in SK ES. The absence of Samoyed data is rather surprising. 


32. Vg. sula, sul «bark (of tree)», Vot. sul, Md. sud 
~ Evk. tālu «bark (of tree)», Solon, Neg. Oroch, Orok, Nan. talu, 
täle, Ulcha talun, Ma. tolhon (Vasilevié 1958, 385) 

The three FU words were compared by Paasonen 1918, 14 with the 
proviso that the Vg. forms may be due to borrowing. Collinder 1955, 115 
reflects the same opinion. On the FU side of our etymology the sibilant 
causes some problems. The Vot. and Md. s- is the regular reflex of a PFU 
*s- to which correspond, normally, Vg. t-. Vg. s- is thought to be the reflex 
of PFU sé As for the finals, Vg. -l, Vot. -i, Md. -d are the reflexes of PFU 
SA If, in view of its initial s-, we separate the Vg. word from its possible 
FU cognates, we might consider it a loan from PTU. Such a hypothesis 
may well account for the rather surprising distribution, the scarcity and 
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the apparent irregularity of the FU forms. No. 34 provides another example 
of TU & ~ FU s-, and there are other FU Altaic examples to corroborate 
the correspondence. The discussion of these must be left for another occasion. 


33. Md. sur «finger», Fi. sormi, Lapp suorma, suorbma (SKES. 1080) 
~ Nan. siru «forefinger» 

Phonologically as well as semantically the correspondence presents no 
problems. The scarcity and the dispersion of the data would suggest a 
borrowing from a now extinct language. The fact that both FU and TU 
have standard words for «finger» tends to support such a hypothesis. 
For the final TU -u cf. Nos. 6, 19 and 32. 


34. Hu. szár «talk, stem, (boot)-leg», Vg. sar «boot-leg», Ost. sur, sor, 
? Md. deyir, Fi. sääri Zyr. čer 

~ Evk. tirekse, tirekSe, tirekte, tirey «boot-leg», Neg. fiyukse, Oroch 
tiyaksa, Ulcha, Nan. tirekse, Ma. ture (Vasilevié 1958, 415) 

The Ugric forms are certainly cognates, their initials continue PFU 
*4-. Their relations with the Finnic forms seem uncertain. SK ES. 1181 
s.v. Fi. sääri does not list them. Szinnyei 1927, 160, however, compares 
the Ugric and Finnic forms. In TU the word is widely attested. The TV 
forms reflect a PTU *tVr. The term is probably of TU origin, borrowed 
by Ugric at a time when Hungarian and Ob-Ugric were not yet separated. 
For TU GC = FU zé cf. No. 32. *Vr could be a technical term, adopted 
also by the Mongols, e.g. MOClass. £üret «bootleg», Kalm, türä, Ord. Monguor 
furt. Poppe 1960, 112 equates the TU and MO words. 


35. Ost. tangke, Vg. layan, loyn, lign 
~ Evk. dengke «sable» 

The area of distribution is very much restricted in FU as well as in TU. 
A purely mechanical application of not very well established sound laws 
would lead us to posit Ugric *l-, a hypothesis which I have to reject on 
the basis of what follows. To my mind the Vg. and Ost. words are either 
unconnected — an unlikely supposition — or are the reflexes of à form 
with *-. But let us first examine the semantic aspects of the comparison. 

The difference in the words’ meaning can be explained by the process of 
borrowing which — in whatever direction it may have taken place — was 
probably due to the secondary meaning which this animal name acquired. 
In both Vg. and Ost. the words have also the meaning of «money» and 
«kopek». The TU word does not seem to refer to any monetary unit but 
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it is well-known that sable or squirrel skins were widely used as currency 
in Siberia. The question was studied in some detail by Räsänen 1950, 
127—29 who also pointed out that the word passed into MO, e.g. MOClass 
tengge «money, small silver coin» and that Russian Oexbea has the same 
origin. Vasmer 1964, sv. OeHbea shares this view. Turkic words such as 
Chuvash tänggse, Chagatay tüngkü, Kazakh tenggä «money» are in all 
probability borrowings from MO. The original *£VngkV ~*dVngkV, through 
a semantic shift «animal name» > «fur» > «money» became a word of 
civilization. As a reverse semantic development is unlikely, the word must 
be of Siberian origin. Connections with Turkic forms such as taking, teying, 
ting «sable» are likely but their explanation raises some tricky phonological 
questions. There is an abundant literature on this word of which I will 
quote only Räsänen 1969, 470, who derives the Turkic word from Ostiak, 
and Zsirai 1930, 433 who would see in the Ob-Ugric words borrowings from 
Turkic. The oft-repeated theory which would link the name of «sable» 
with that of the people Ting-ling is historically unwarranted and linguisti- 
cally unsound. Cf. Sinor 1947, 7—8 where a comparison between the Ugric 
and Tunguz word is already proposed. 


36. Bambam, Co «reindeer» 
~ Evk. tok «elk», Even, Neg. Oroch obt, Orok togo, Ulcha, Nan. to 
(Vasilevié 1958, 391) 
Comparison suggested by Joki 1944, 72. 


37. Vg. tout «ski, snow-shoe» Ost. för, yoy, lox, Md. soks, soks, Fi. suksi 
(SKES. 1098, Collinder 1955, 57) 

~ SamYen. turo, tudo, SamTvg. tuta 

~ Evk. suksilla, supsilda, xuksilla «ski», Neg. soxsila, Ude. sugala, 
Orok sungulta, Ulcha sülta, Nan. sokselta (Cincius 1949, 196; Vasilevit 1958, 
367, 491) 

The comparison was first suggested by Schmidt 1928, 4—5 and seems 

to be generally accepted, e.g. SKES, 1098 and Collinder 1955, 146. 


* 
The cited comparisons call for some brief comments. Most of them are 
of a rather obvious type, when the forms contrasted are far too similar 
for us to be able to establish series of convincing sound correspondences. 


Yet we must make do with what we have and find solace in the thought 
that the comparison of, say, German Garten and English garden, while 
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yielding a minimum of sound laws is, nevertheless valid. The above-listed 
lexical correspondences support the following phonological inferences: 


Uralic (or FU) 
Y- 

Y- 

k- (x-) 


j- 


Uralic (or FU) 
č 


SA Cx 


k (x) 


“S&S & 8 8 ~ 


Th eh 
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Initial consonants 


Tunguz 


(z-) 


Correspondences 


Nos 7,8 

Nos 5, 6 

Nos 2, 3, 4, 9, 10, 11 
No. 12 

Nos 13, 14, 15 

No. 16? 

Nos 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 
No. 24 

No. 23 

No. 25 

No. 28 

Nos 1, 271, 29, 30, 31, 33, 
37 

Nos 32, 34 

No. 35 

No. 36 


Medial and final consonants 


3 
E 


"FR 


Sn 


PS ann 
~ 
R 
N 


Ki 
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Correspondences 
Nos 11, 23 
No. 4 
No. 17 
Nos 8, 13, 15, 21, 26, 37 
Nos 31, 32 
Nos 6, 18 
No. 14 
No. 2 
Nos 1, 22, 35 
Nos 7, 20 
Nos 1, 3, 9, 16, 19, 24, 
25, 28, 29, 33, 34 
No. 27 
Nos 25, 28 


This simplistic presentation of sound correspondences does not take 
into account chronology and lumps into one table the sounds of all the 
thirty-seven comparisons. On a tentative basis the following relative chron- 
ology could be established for our set of correspondences. 

I. A very old layer possibly dating from PFU or PTU times. Most of 
these correspondences are characterized by a wide distribution of reflexes 
in both FU (or Uralic) and TU. To this category would belong the following 
words, using English language terms as labels: Nos 1 «mouse», 4 «urine», 
7 «ice», 8 «pine», 10 «pine», 19 «marsh», 20 «larch», 30 «salmon», 31 
«intestine», 32 «bark», 37 «ski». 

II. Early, possibly very early, Uralic (FU) TU contacts which, however, 
did not involve PFU or PTU but only some languages of these two stocks, 
are reflected in the following equations: Nos 5 «land», 6 «sea», 9 «male», 
11 «knife», 13 «blunt arrowhead», 14 «snow», 22 «mouth», 84 «stem, 
boot-leg». 

III. Borrowings from a third — neither Uralic nor Altaic — language. 
Some of these words may represent an arctic substratum: Nos 2 «sledge», 
15 «fox», 16 «spruce», 23 «domesticated reindeer», 24 «domesticated rein- 
deer», 33 «finger». 

IV. Relatively recent borrowings from, as the case may be, Tunguz or 
Uralic: Nos 12 «salty, sour», 17 «very welll», 18 «female reindeer», 
2] «sable», 25 «knife», 26 «willow», 27 «black fox», 28 «fox», 29 «sand», 
35 «squirrel», 36 «reindeer». 

A brief semantic analysis of the correspondences will show that their 
majority belong to what may be called an arctic vocabulary. Of the thirty- 
seven sets four concern the reindeer, eight fur-bearing animals, five trees 
(four conifers). There are equations for «ice», «snow», «ski» and «sledge». 
The two common words for «knife» and the term for «boot-leg» were 
probably used to denote a specific type of these objects. In the case of the 
«blunt arrowhead to shoot birds or small fur-bearing animals» the exact 
specification of the object is known and provides a valuable hint as to its 
origin. There are many hypotheses and conclusions I should like to propose 
but, to be more convincing, these should be part of a more comprehensive 
study involving the vocabularies of not only Uralic and Tunguz but also 
of the Turkic and Mongol languages. 

It is not my intention to reopen here the thorny question of the existence 
or non-existence of, respectively the Uralo — Altaic or Altaic language families. 
Already more is written than read about it. The Uralo—Tunguz equations 
here presented must be set against a different background. When not 
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presented on the model of a family tree, the five stocks which constitute 
the Uralo— Altaic group are usually thought of, as it were, in a linear way: 
Samoyed — Finno-Ugric // Turkic — Mongol — Tunguz. It is more or less 
understood or imagined that the number of the lexical or morphological 
correspondences is in an inverse ratio with the distance separating the 
various stocks in this linear representation. I think to have shown the 
existence of a lexical interchange between Tunguz and Uralic and that 
some of the contacts were made directly between PTU and PFU. I have 
also shown that there was independent historical evidence in favor of such 
interchanges. If we project on a map the present geographical locations 
of the five Uralic and Altaic stocks we notice that they fall into a roughly 
circular pattern: 


Samoyed Tunguz 


Finno-Ugric Mongol 
Turkic 


Most lexical correspondences so far established follow what we may call 
the southern route: Samoyed — FU > TUR = MO = TU. Yet there is 
also a northern route FU 3% Samoyed z* TU = MO — TUR of which we 
have here studied one section. Northern Tunguz and Uralic are in many 
respects closer together than Tunguz and Mongol. Mongol and Southern 
Tunguz show morphological similarities which are shared neither by North- 
ern Tunguz nor by Turkic. The relationship of these groups with one another 
is much more involved than it has hitherto been envisaged. When one 
considers the fact that the position of Germanic among the Indo-European 
languages is still the subject of controversy, the obscurity of the Uralic 
and Altaic relationships becomes less surprising. I am convinced that 
increased reliance on areal linguistics, while not a panacea, holds the key 
to many of our problems. Quite recently, in a challenging article Péter 
Hajdü (1969) envisaged the existence of a North Eurasian language conglom- 
erate (nyelvi szôvetség, Sprachbund). The meticulous study of the isoglosses 
running trough Central Eurasia will, I am certain, reveal the existence 
of linguistic areal units which, whether or not related genetically with 
the neighboring regions, share with them a number of morphological and 
lexical elements. It is to this vast, and virtually unexplored field of study 
that this paper hopes to bring a modest contribution. 
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INDEX 


The index is incomplete; dialectal variants are mostly omitted. It is limited to some of the 
keywords which may help to trace an etymology. Words for water crafts dealt with in No. 
IX which has a detailed index are not included. The transcriptions are greatly simplified; 
it should be noted that $ is replaced by sh and č by ch. In Mongol and Tunguz words j 


stands for f. x stands fory . 


Turkic 


adaq "foot" VI 228 

agil "enclosure" XX 100 

ar- "to tire" VI 233 

arqa “back” VI 228 

at "horse" V 737 

ay “word” XIX 768 

bal "honey" VI 237 

balqa "hammer" V] 234 

balta “axe” XXXV 255 

baliq “mud” XX 97 

baliq "town" XX 

bagshi XX 98 

biir “writing brush” XVII 319 
biti- “to write” XVII 319 
bora- “to storm" XVIII 225 
bora/bura “tempest” XVIII 
boragan/buragan "snowstorm" XVIII 221 
boz "grey" XX 98 

bugday "wheat" XX 98 

bugu “deer” XX 98 

bulan “unicom” VIII 175 
buqa "bull" II 275; X 320 
bur- “to turn" VI 236 
burchaq “beans” VI 238 

buz “ice” VI 238 
buzag(u)"calf" II 274; VI 238, 240; X 318 
bóri "wolf" XV 540 

charla- "to cry" VI 240 

choq “much VI 240 

chul “river” XII 4 

el “peace” VI 242 

ás "male genitals" V] 233 
eski "old" VI 232 

gergeden "rhinoceros" VIII 174 
ingek "cow" X 321 


ir “drill” VI 235 

kale "fortress" XX 95 

kent “village” XX 95 

kerk "rhinoceros" VIII 174 
kes- "to cut" VI 242 

kilin “unicorn” VIII 168; 
kälächä “speech” VI 241 

kól- "to harness" VI 237 
numerals V 710; XXXIII 234 
ogul "son" VI 229 

öküz “ox” X 315 

óng "color" VI 230 

óng “front (of sg.)” VI 229 
Parts of the body XXVIII 138 
pur- “to turn" VI 236 

qari “arm” VI 239 

qat "unicorn" VIII 170 

qol "valley" VI 237 

qotaz “yak” X 322 

qoy "sheep" XV 550 

qumlag "hop" 277 

qutu “horn” VIII 172 

quzuq "pine" XXXV 252 
qishlaq “village” XX 96 

sab “word” II 274; III 127; XIX 769 
sagir "cow" X 319 

shexer “city” XX 95 

su "water" XV 546 

sóz XIX 769 

taghar "bag" XI 

taluy "sea" XVI 117 

tan “cold wind” XIX 771 
tana "calf" X 318 

tar “leather bag" XI 

tart- "to pull" XV 547 

tavar “goods” XI 

tayan- "to lean on" XXVIII 143 


tik- “to sew” VI 243 

tit "Zirbelkiefer" II 278 

topraq "dust" XXVIII 141 

toz "dust" XXVIII 141 

tuman “fog” XV 549 

turna "crane" VI 241 

tusu "profit, advantage" XIV 541; XXVIII 
139 

tuz "salt" XXVIII 140 

tüb "root" XXVIII 142 

tüke “calf” X 321 

tüsh "noon" XXVIII 139 

tängkä "money" XXXV 259 

tórü “law” XXVIII 141 

ud “bovine” X 322 

ulag "relay horse" III 138; XIII 312 

uq- “to understand" VI 242 

ya "bow" XVII 325; XXXV 250 

yal- "to burn" VI 243 

yalbar- “to implore” XVII 325 

yalga “lie” XVII 325 

yar- “to split" XVII 329 

yash "tear" XVII 327 

yavash "gentle" XXVIII 135 

yaz- “to write" III 137; XVII 322, 329 

yer "land" VI 243; XXXIX 

yeti “7” XVII 329; XXXV 250 

yiläk "berry" XXXIX 333 

yir “north” VI 240 

yul “source” VI 239; XII 

yulaq “source” XII 4 

yun “hair” VI2 

yunt “horse” III 139; XIII 309; XIX 771 

yün “hair, wool" XVII 325 

yüng “hair, wool" VI 230 

yüz “100” XVII 328 

yüzük "ring" XXXIX 332 

yigla- "to cry" VI 242 


Chuvash 


ene "calf" X 321 

enen *Glaube, Treue" II 276 
lav “horse” XIII 313 

paru "calf" X 318 

pir “ice” VI 238 

s’il “wind” XXXIX 333 
s’irla "berry" XXXIX 333 


s'ul “tear” XVII 327 

s’ir II 137; XVII 322 
tahlan “lead” TI 276 
tusan “dust” XXVIII 141 
ura "foot" VI 228 

yaxta "Fichte" II 280 


Mongol 


aluqa “hammer” VI 234; XX 98 

aman “mouth” XXXV 255 

aru "back, rear" VI 228 

atar "virgin land" XXVIII 136 

bal “honey” VI 237 

balgasun “city” XX 97 

bicik XVII 320 

biragu "calf" II 274; III 127; VI 241; 
X 318 "calf" 

boro “grey” XX 98 

borugan “rain” XVIII 221 

büliyen “warm” VI 239 

chag II 276 

chib “drop” VI 240 

chilugan "stone" XXXIII 236 

dabusun "salt" XXVIII 140 

darasun XXXIII 237 

degegsi "upwards" V 720 

dogogsi "downward" V 720 

dzura- “to draw" XVII 326 

düli “noon” XXVIII 140 

ekin "beginning" VI 229 

el *peace" VI 242 

ende "here" V 717 

üsin [ghost word based on Ramstedt] VI 

232 

gajar "land" XV 541 

gar “hand” VI 239; XXVIII 134 

ger "house" VI 240 

gool "river" VI 237 

guchin *30" XXXIV 394 

gutusun "boot" XXVIII 134 

günje "raft" XII 8; XXXV 249 

hodun "star" XXXIV 394 

hoi "forest" XXXIV 394 

hüsün “hair” VI 232 

inadu "here" V 717 

irgen “people” XV 541 

jalbari- "to implore" XVII 325 





jali “deceit” XVII 325 
jiru- “to write” III 137; XVII 325 
kebeli II 276 

kele “language” VI 241 
kers “unicorn” VIII 169 
xeki “head” VI 229 

kilin “unicorn” VIII 168 
kituga "knife" XXXV 252 
küli- “to bind" VI 237 
*kotV “star” V 736 

kól *foot" XV 541 

kól- "to harness" VI 237 
*kVtV “nail” V 736 


Tunguz 


amnga "mouth" XXXV 254 

asikta "spruce" II 279; XXXV 252 
beru “lamb” X 318 

bitihe "book" XVII 321 
bucha/bucan "stag" II 280; XXXV 255 
burga “snowstorm” XVIII 221 
char "castrated ox" X 322 

chatire "polar fox" XXXV 257 
chul “waterfall” XII 5 

d'agda “Fichte” II 280; III 140 
dengke “sable” XXXV 258 

dulin “middle” XXVIII 140 

ärgilä “ground” VI 229 

gechi “bitter” XXXV 252 

hanggu- “to ask” XX 98 

hiru “male reindeer” XXXV 251 
inak “heifer” X 322 

irkan “knife” XXXV 249 

jagda “pine” XXXV 251 

juke “ice” XXXV 250 

koto “knife” XXXV 252 

kuchige “knife” XXXV 252 
kusige “knife” XXXV 252 
köndzima “boat” XII 8 

xosikta “nail” XXXIV 395 

xoy “tundra” XXXIV 394 

xuju “bladder” XXXIV 392; XXXV 249 
xukur “cow” X 316 

lamu “sea” XXXV 250 

libge "snow" XXXV 253 

luki "arrow" XIV 543; XXXV 253 
luku "fox" XXXV 253 


machale "cow" X 323 

mar “spruce” IT 280; XXXV 253 

n'aru "swamp" XXXV 254 

n'eke "sable" 

na “land, earth" X XXV 250 

nadan “7” XXXV 250 

naka "very well" XXXV 253 

nale “hand” XXXV 254 

namu "sea" XXXV 250 

nele "fear" XXXV 254 

nimakan "female reindeer" XXXV 254 

niru- “to write" III 137; XVII 325 

nu “bow” XVII 325 

nukte "fir" XXXV 254 

ogus “bull” X 316 

oron “Reindeer” II 280; XXXV 255 

osikta "nail" XXXIV 395 

osikta "star" X X XIV 393 

pikta "son" VI 229 XX 98 

purta "knife" XXXV 256 

sangar "hole" XXXV 255 

sekta “willow” XXXV 256 

shabjan "sable" XXXV 256 

shive "short" XXXTII 238 

silukta "intestine" XXXV 257 

singgere "rat" XXXV 248 

sirgi "sand" XXXV 256 

siru "bull" X 320 

siru “forefinger” XXXV 258 

siru “male reindeer” XXXV 251 

suksilla “ski” XXXV 259 

suri/huri “fish of the salmon species” 
XXXV 257 

talu “bark (of tree)” XX 98; XXXV 257 

taus “towards that direction” V 720 

toki “elk” XXXV 259 

tokorou “crane” VI 241 

tukuchen “calf” X 321 

turuka “salt” XXVIII 140 

ujik "bladder" XXXIV 392; XXXV 249 

ukur “ox” X 322 


Manchu 


amasi “backwards” V 720 
angga "mouth" XXXV 254 
bithe “book” XVII 321 
buraki “dust” XVIII 221 


dabsun “salt” XXVIII 140 
dahasun ? (ghost word?) XXVIII 141 
dayabu- “to lean on” XXVIII 143 
deribun “beginning” XXVIII 142 
dolo “inside” V 721 

doro “law” XXVIII 14 

dule- “to burn” XXVIII 142 
faksi “teacher” XX 98 

falga XX 97 

fehi “brain” VI 230 

fere “ground” VI 229 

folho “hammer” VI 234; XX 98 
fonji- “to ask” XX 98 

foro- “to turn” VI 236 

funiyehe “hair” VI 236 

futa “cord” XXVIII 135 

gala “hand” XXVIII 134 

golo “riverbed” VI 237 

gosihon “bitter” XXXV 252 
gulha "boot" XXVIII 134 

güsin “30” XXXIV 393 

hunchu "sledge" XXXV 249 
ihan “ox” X 323 

kandahan “elk” VII 173 

luhu “arrow” XTV 543; XXXV 252 
n'ix, n'ink “larch” XXXV 254 
niohan “ox” X 323 

niyari “puddle” XXXV 254 

nu "bow" XXXV 250 

nunggari "hair" XVII 325 
sangga "hole" XXXV 255 
sul/sol “intestines” XXXV 257 
talman "fog" XV 549 

toholon “lead” II 276 

tolhon "bark (of tree)" XX 98; XXXV 257 
toron “dust” XXVIII 141 
tukshan "calf" X 321 

uniyen “cow” X 321 

usiha "star" XXXIV 393 

vala *underneath" V 721 

vasiha "claw" XXXIV 395 


Finno-Ugric 


ay “word” XIX 768 
ay-kel "Botschaft" XIX 768 


besig "calf" II 274; VI 241; X 319 
betü XVII 320 

bika “bull” X 320 

boadzo “reindeer” XXXV 255 
borju “calf” II 275; VI 241; X 318 
chorig "fish" XXXV 257 

csepp "drop" VI 240 

daru *crane" VI 241 

dube “the end" XXVIII 142 

dule- “to burn" VI 236 

dél "south" XXVIII 139 

egér XXXV 248 

falu "village" XX 100 

fan “pubis” VI 230 

far “backside, croup” VI 228 

fasz “male genitals” VI 233 

fi “son” VI 229 

forog) “to turn, to spin” VI 236 
forr- “to boil” VI 233 

fur- “to bore" VI 235 

fö “head” VI 229 

fárad- "to tire" VI 233 

hattyú “swan” H 274 

her “testicle” XXXV 251 

hiiri “mouse” XXXV 24 

hügy "star" XXXIV 392 

hágy "urine" XXXIV 392; XXXV 249 
hét “7” XVII 329 

ház "house" VI 240 

ir- "to write" XVII 323; XXXIX 332 
irt- “to exterminate” X VII 329 

it "north" VI 240 

jég “ice” XXXV 250 

*kVnch “nail” V 736 

*kVnch "star" V 736 

*kVnche "urine" V 736 

kar “arm” VI 239 

kar, xar “male animal" XXXV 251 
kebel “Busen” II 276 

kiele "language" VI 241 

kodzul “star” XXXIV 292 

koira "dog" XXXV 251 

komló “hop” II 276 

kota “house” VI 240 

kujit "salty, sour" XXXV 252 
xumlax "hop" 277 


kunzä "ship" XII 8; XXXV 249 

kusi "urine" XXXV 249 

xus/xos "star" XXXIV 292 

kuusi "spruce" II 278; III 140; XXXV 252 

kuz "spruce" II 278; III 140; XXXV 252 

kés "knife" VI 242; XXXV 252 

kéz "hand" VI 239 

käte- “hand” VI 239 

kót- "to bind" VI 237 

kóz "interval, gap" VI 237 

lau “horse” III 139; V 737; XIII 314 

lim "snow" XXXV 253 

16 “horse” III 139; V 737 XIII 314 

lumi “snow” XXXV 253 

meleg “warm” VI 239 

moz "ice crust" VI 239 

mur "tree" XXXV 253 

méz "honey" VI 237 

n'oxes "sable" XXXV 254 

nyár "swamp" XXXV 254 

ong “mouth” XXXV 254 

ólom “lead” II 281 

*palgV "settlement" XX 100 

pasig “domesticated reindeer” XXXV 255 

perä “backside, croup” VI 228 

pes “old” VI 232 

id “foot” VI 228 

pona “hair, wool” VI 230 

porjal- “to turn” VI 236 

poro “Reindeer” II 280; XVII 226; 
XXXV 255 

puna “red” VI 230 

purku “snowstorm” XVIII 221 

purt “knife” XXXV 256 

pää “head” VI 229 

s’orma XVII 323 

s'ur XVII 322 

sagit “willow” XXXV 256 

sapteng "black fox" XXXV 256 

sarvi "hom" VIII 172 

sata “100” XVII 328 = 

sau “word” II 274; III 127; XIX 769 

ser “sand” XXXV 256 

sääri "leg" XXXV 258 

shengkitu “divine goat" VIII 172 

singgeri “mouse, rat” XXXV 248 

sir- “to cry” VI 240 

sirni “to cut” XVII 329 


sok “much” VI 240 

sorex “fish of the salmon species” XXXV 
257 

sormi “finger” XXXV 258 

suksi “ski” XXXV 259 

sula “bark (of tree)" XXXV 257 

sumu “fog” XV 549 

suoli “intestine” XXXV 257 

sur “finger” XXXV 258 

sus “pine” II 279 

szär “stalk, stem" XXXV 258 

száz “100” XVII 328 

szer XXIX 

szé] ^wind" XXIX 333 

szó “word” II.274; III 127; XIX 769 

szölö “grape” XXXIX 333 

szücs “furrier” XXXIX 333 

tangke "sable" XXXV 258 

tet “pine” II 278 

tout “ski” XXXV 259 

tuli "fire" XXVIII 142 

tüz "fire" VI 236; XXVIII 142 

tó “root” XXVIII 142 

tár warehouse" XI 232 

iin’ “heifer” X 322 

üszó “heifer” II 274; III 126; VI 
241; X 319 

val "horse" XIII 313 

vasa "fawn of reindeer" VI 241; X 319 

yengk “ice” XXXV 250 

yiv "tree" XXXV 251 


Samoyed 


chónd “horse” XIII 311 

feai “end” VI 229 

hada “nail” XXXIV 395 

han “sledge” XXXV 249 

har "knife" XXXV 249 

kenjegey "star" XXXIV 393 

keska "star" XXXIV 393 

koddo “sledge” XXXV 249 

koru “house” VI 240 

kunse "urine" XXXV 249 

*kVtV "nail" V 736 

küz "urine" XXXIV 392; XXXV 249 
loka “fox” XXXV 253 

loku “blunt arrow" XIV 544; XXXV 253 


n'a/n'ang “mouth” XXXV 254 
n’aga “very well” XXXV 253, 
n’amia “female reindeer” XXXV 254 
n’ar “tundra” XXXV 254 

passi “female gentials” VI 233 
piriu “to cook” VI 233 

satera “fox” XXXV 256 

t'und “horse” III 139; XIII 311 
tan' XIX 771 

to "reindeer" XXXV 259 

tu "fire" VI 236; XXVIII 142 

tus “salt” XXVIII 140 

tuta “ski” XXXV 259 

xora "male reindeer" XXXV 251 
ya "land" XXXV 250 

yam "great river, sea" XXXV 250 
yuna "horse" III 139; XIII 311 
yur “7” XVII 329 


Indo-European 


boreas "north wind" XVIII 228 
bourrasque XVIII 228 
ferveo- "to boil" VI 235 
foro- “to pierce” VI 235 
hurricane XVIII 228 

kad "house" VI 240 

klaió “to cry” VI 242 
molibos “lead” II 281 
mädhu “honey” VI 237 
oculus “eye” VI 242 

okso “ox” X 317 

Orkan XVII 228 

ouragan XVIII 228 

penis “male genital” VI 233 
pes/pedis “pied” VI 228 
*s'ata “100” XVII 328 


